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TO  THE 

PRESIDENTS, 
VICE  - PRESIDENT  Sj 

AND  OTHER 


GOVERNORS 

Of  thofe  well-intended  Charities,  and  benefi- 
cent Inftitutions 

The  Af\  'turn  - — Mifertcordia  — - Mag- 
dalene — and  Lock- Hof  pit  al. 


THE  Author  of  the  following  Treatife 
cannot  fix  on  a more  proper  patron- 
age for  a work  of  this  kind,  than  that  of 
thofe  noble  and  honourable  perfons,  whofe 
compaflion  on  the  miferies  of  th z female  fex , 
has  led  them  to  inftitute  public  charities  for 
its  prefervation  and  relief. 

As  our  laws  are  at  prefent  framed,  women 
are  expofed  to  feduBion, prostitution,  and  ruiny 
Vol.  I.  a almoft 
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almoft  without  controul ; — they  feem  to  be 
looked  upon  as  lawful  prey  to  the  luft,  trea- 
chery, cruelty,  and  mean  artifices  of  licen- 
tious and  profligate  men,  who  can  feduce 
and  then  abandon  them  at  their  will. 

That  a want  of  good  government  among 
us  in  thefe  refpedts,  is  one  fource  of  all  thofe 
evils,  which  your  difinterefted  and  humane 
endeavours  are  intended  to  prevent  or  re- 
medy, is  furely  apparent  on  the  flighted: 
confideration. 

A fyflem  of  laws  which  leaves  the  horrid 
crime  of  adultery  not  only  out  of  the  lift  of 
its  capital  punijhments , but  even  exempts  it, 
as  a public  offence,  from  any  animadverfion 
whatfoever  in  our  courts  of  criminal  judi- 
cature, muft  be  attended  with  all  thofe  mif- 
chiefs  that  arife  from  the  encouragement 
which  impunity  affords  to  vice. 

The  fame  may  alfo  be  obferved,  with  re- 
fpedt  to  the  defencelefs  ftate,  in  which  the 
weaker  fex  in  general  is  left  againft  the 
Jlronger ; fo  that  any  man  may  feduce,  and 
abandon  at  his  pleafure,  the  unhappy  and  de- 
luded objedts  of  his  brutal  appetite. 

— 
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To  exhibit  a fyffem  far  different  from  this 
«*— to  fet  forth  the  divine  law  as  the  contriv- 
ance of  infinite  wifidom , for  the  fecurity, 
peace,  prefervation,  and  protection  of  the 
female  fex , is  the  purpofe  of  the  following 
pages. — Were  this  to  be  made  the  bafis  of 
our  municipal  laws,  it  would  prove  an  ade- 
quate remedy  for  all  thofe  mifchiefs,  which, 
in  comparatively  few  inftances,  can  now 
only  find  a partial  palliation,  from  benevo- 
lence like  yours,  but  which  muff,  in  gene- 
ral, be  ftill  the  portion  of  thofe,  whom 
God’s  law  was  formed  to  protect. 

✓ * 

Many  of  you,  my  Lords  and  Gentle- 
men, are  members  of  the  Legislature  ; 
and  if,  from  what  fliall  be  faid  on  the  mat- 
ters treated  in  this  book,  they  fhould  become 
the  fubjeds  of  your  ferious  confideration  in 
your  legiflative  capacity,  the  author  will  gain 
one  defirable  end  of  his  labours. 

i 

This  furely  muff  be  allowed — that,  in 
point  of  fad,  the  alarming  increafe  of female 
profiitution  and  ruin,  calls  loudly  for  fome 
remedy  : the  [elf- evidence  of  this,  is  the  very 
foundation  of  thofe  benevolent  deiigns, 
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which  diftinguifh  the  feveral  public  charities 
to  which  you  fo  generoufly  contribute. 

Let  Government  adopt  the  fyfiem  of  hea- 
venly wifdom,  which  adorns  the  pages  of 
the  Sacred  Volume,  and  it  will  find  a 
remedy  in  its  own  hands — what  that  fyftem 
is,  it  has  been  the  author’s  moil  ferious  en- 
deavour to  enquire,  and  to  recommend  it  to. 
all,  but  more  efpecially  to  the  confideration 
of  thofe,  whofe  care,  expence,  and  vigilance, 
for  the  good  of  their  fellow-creatures,  has 
occafioned  them  the  trouble  of  this  addrefs 
from 

Their  moft  humble  fervant, 

And  ardent  well-wiflier  to  their  good  defigns, 
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PREFACE 

TO  THE 

FIRST  EDITION. 

fubjefts  of  the  following  treatife, 
being  of  the  utmoft  importance,  have 
been  coniidered  with  the  nioft  ferious  atten- 
tion, and  are  laid  before  the  reader  on  the 
higheft  authority,  that  is  to  fay,  on  the  au- 
thority of  the  holy  Jcriptures. 

Nothing  lefs  than  this  ought,  or  can,  de- 
termine on  the  points  herein  treated,  becaufe 
they  concern,  not  only  the  prefent , but  future 
welfare  of  mankind  : thefe,  as  taken  in  con- 
nexion together,  muft  depend,  firft,  on  know- 
ing, and  then  on  doing  the  will  of  God. 
What  His  will  is,  can  only  be  known  from 
the  feveral  revelations,  or  difcoveries,  which 
it  hath  gracioufly  pleafed  Him  to  make  of  it, 
by  men,  who  fpake  not  of  themf elves,  but  as  they 
were  moved  by  the  Holy  Ghoft.  2 Pet.  i.  21. 

To  imagine  that,  without  fuch  revelation, 
mortals  can  underftand,  or  know  the  mine! 
and  will  of  God,  is  an  abfurdity,  even  greater 
than  to  fuppofe  we  can  know  the  thoughts 
c?f  each  other,  without  any  declaration  of 
them  either  by  words  or  aXions.  But  to  ad- 
rjiit  the  neceffity  of  a divine  revelation,  to 
receive  the  feriptures  as  that  revelation,  and 
not  to  make  them  the  only  infallible  rule  and 
guide,  in  all  matters  which  relate  to  the  mind 
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and  will  of  God  therein  revealed,  is,  fo  far, 
to  lay  afide  the  revelation  of  God,  to  make 
it  void  and  of  none  effect , and  to  place  our- 
felves  in  no  better  lituation,  than  if  no  fuch 
difcovery  of  the  mind  and  will  of  God  had 
ever  been  vouchfafed  us. 

Thus  we  rob  God  of  His  honour,  by 
flighting  His  word , and  thus  are  people  led 
to  fet  up  the  determinations  of  human  wifdom 
againft  it,  and  expole  them 'el  ves  to  be  carried 
about  with  every  wind  of  doclrine , which  the 
folly  and  fuperflition  of  weak  men,  and  the 
wickednefs  and  craft  ot  defigning  men,  may 
happen  to  invent. 

By  fuch  means  it  has  been,  that  fo  many 
errors  of  various  kinds  have  found  their  way, 
in  all  ages,  into  the  churchy  and  have  main- 
tained their  empire  over  the  minds  of  men. 
Long  ufage  has  made  them  venerable  the 
preferiptive  power  of  cuftom  has  given  them 
eftabliihmert — and  both  thele  have  prevailed 
on  human  legfaturesy  to  afford  them  the  awiul 
obligation  of  their  mod  folemn  fandtions. 

It  cannot  want  many  arguments  to  prove, 
that  fundry  pr offices , as  well  as  opinions , 
which  are  found  among  tne  heathen  nations, 
are  abhorrent  from  all  our  conceptions  of 
propriety,  decency,  and  even  humanity  it- 
felf  *. — All  thele  have  but  one  fource — They 
do  err , not  knowing  the  feriptures. 

Where 

* I cannot  forbear  mentioning  here  that  valuable, 
learned,  and  excellent  work  of  John  Lcland ■>  D-  D»  on 
the  Advantage  and  lyfecejfity  of  the  Chrijlian  Jxcvelatton-~ 
wherein  that  author  hath,  with  a ftrength  of  judgment, 
and  depth  of  learning  and  erudition  peculiar  to  himfelf, 

lo  proved  his  point,  as  to  deferve  the  thanks  ot  all  who 
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Where  revelation  is  received,  yet  if  it  be 
not  adhered  to  as  the  only  rule  of  faith  and 
manners , and  this  unrefervedly,  the  opinions 
and  practices  of  men  will  be  as  wide  from 
the  mind  and  will  of  God,  as  thofe  of  the 
Heathen  are.  I might  here  inftance  in  the 
opinions  and  practices  of  the  Pharifees  of  old, 
as  well  as  of  many  nations  called  Chriftian9 
in  more  modern  days,  and  who  are  members 
of  that  fociety  of  profeffing  Chrijlians  which 
infolently  and  excluftvely  ftyles  itfelf — “the 

“ HOLY  APOSTOLICAL  and  CATHOLIC 

“ church” — among  ft  whom  the  moft  de- 
vout are  worfhipping  a wooden  god,  which 
they  call  a crucifix *,  and  a breaden  god,  which 
they  call  the  hoft ; and,  befides  thefe,  they 
worfhip  faints  and  angels , and  many  fuch  like 
things  they  do.  The  foundation  of  all  which 
is  ftill  one  and  the  fame — "They  do  err , not 
knowing  the  fa  fitures ; for  though  the  Papijls 

know  how  to  fet  a juft  value  on  the  fcriptures,  as  well  as 
of  thole  who  would  with  to  doit.  This  valuable  author 
lays,  44  It  is  the  mighty  advantage  of  a written  revelation , 
“ that  by  an  impartial  confulting  it,  the  deviations  from 
14  it  may  be  detected,  and  things  may  again  be  reduced 
“ to  the  original  ftandard.”  Vol.  i.  p,  453. 

* I his  invention  of  the  crucifix,  or  image  of  Chrift 
on  the  crofs,  is  but  old  heathenifm  new  vamped.  Maxi- 
mus Tyrins , a Platonic  philofopher,  who  was  mafter  to 
M.  Antoninus , fays— 44  The  divine  nature  ftands  not  in 
44  need  of  images  or  ftatues  ; but  the  nature  and  condi- 
4C  tion  of  man  being  very  weak,  and  as  far  diftant  from 

the  Divinity  as  heaven  is  from  earth,  framed  thefe 

ftgns  for  itfelf,  and  attributed  to  them  the  names  and 
44  titles  of  the  gods” — and  he  thinks  that  the  legiflators 
acted  wifely  in  contriving  images  for  the  people.  See 
Leland , voL  i.  p,  338.  The  wife  men  and  philofophers 
pleaded  for  images  as  ne'ceftary  helps  to  human  infirmi- 
ty. Ib.  424. 
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have  the  fcriptures,  yet  they  do  not  adopt 
them  as  the  only  rule  of  faith  and  worjhip . 
Their  fear  towards  God  is  taught  them  by  the 
doBnnes  and  commandments  of  men* , If.  xxix.  1 3 . 
which  take  place  of  the  mind  and  will  of 
Gop,  as  revealed  in  His  holy  word. 

Happy  would  it  be,  could  we,  reformed 
T rot eji ants , clear  ourfelves  of  this  charge  in 
all  refpedls  ! 

To  prove  that  we  cannot,  in  fome  points  of 
the  utmoft  confequence,  is  the  purpofe  of  the 
following  page?  3 which,  while  the  reader 

* Two  of  the  articles  in  the  famous  creed  of  Pope 
Pi  us  IV.  are  as  follows  : 

XIII.  I moft  firmly  admit  and  embrace  apojlolical  and 
ecclefiajlical  traditions,  and  a]l  other  observations 
and  conftitutions  of  the  one  catholic  and  apofldic. 
church . 

XIV.  I do  admit  the  holy  fcriptures  in  the  fame  fenfe 
that  holy  Mother  Church  doth , whole  bulinefs  it  is  to 
judge  of  the  true  fenfe  and  interpretation  of  them, 
and  I will  interpret  them  according  to  the  unani- 
mous confent  of  the  fathers. 

The  Popijfh  canon  law  frequently  affirms — that  the 
church  is  above  the  fcriptures . 

Omnis  quee  nunc  apud  nos  eft  fcriptures  authoritas  ah  ec- 
clefuz  author hate  neceffario  dependet. — AH  the  authority 

which  we  attribute  to  the  fcriptures,  neced'arily  de- 
cc  pends  on  the  authority  of  the  church.”  Pighius  de 
Jdierar . Eccl.  Lib.  i.  c.  2.  Eccius , in  his  Enchiridion  de 
Authoritate  Eccleficv , maintains — Ecclefam  effe  feripturis 
antiquiorem , & feripturam  non  effe  authentic  am , nife  ecclefice 
authoritate. — 4t  The  church  is  more  antient  than  the 
cc  fcriptures,  and  the  fcriptures  are  not  authentic,  fave 
tc  by  the  authority  of  the  church.” 

Hermannus  goes  farther,  and  affirms — Scripturas  tan - 
turn  valere  quantum  valent  JEfopi  f alulae , nifi  acccderet  eccle- 
fics  tejlimonium.  — The  fcriptures  are  no  more  to  be  va- 
cc  lued  than  /Efop' s Fables , unlefs  it  were  for  the  tefti- 
“ mony  of  the  church.”  See  Hijl*  of  Popery , vol.  i. 
P*  214* 
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perufes,  I could  wifh  him  to  weigh  in  the 
i balance  of  the  fanBuary,  to  lay  his  Bible  be- 
fore him,  and  to  call  every  argument,  ob- 
fervation,  and  dodtrine,  to  the  ftricfteft  and 
moft  fevere  account,  before  that  unerring 
tribunal.  If  he  fhall  find  any  thing  that  is 
wrong , or  detedt  any  thing  that  is  falfe , let 
him  freely  fet  it  down  to  th z Author  s.  account. 
But  whatever  he  fhall  find  agreeable  to,  or 
clearly  proved  by,  the  word  of  God,  let  him 
not  liften  to  the  lying  teftimony  of  prejudice 
or  vulgar  error  againft.it,  but  treafure  it  up 
• in  his  mind,  for  the  direction  of  his  own 
judgment  and  confcience , in  all  lituations  and 
conditions  of  life. 

If  the  judgment  be  mif-led  or  mif-inform- 
ed,  the  more  confcientious  a man  is,  the  far- 
ther will  he  be  led  into  error,  and  the  more 
firmly  wriil  he  be  attached  to  it;  therefore  it 
is  well  for  us  to  liften  to  the  counfel  of  the 
wife  man — Prov.  iv.  7.  “ Wisdom  is  the 

“ principal  thing,  therefore  get  wisdom  ; 

and  with  all  thy  getting  get  understand- 

“ INGe 

As  to  differences,  or  even  errors , (if  mif- 
takes  about  indifferent  matters  can  be  Jo  called) 
where  mere  outward  forms  are  concerned, 
and  thofe  of  human  invention,  the  Author 
defires  to  think,  and  to  let  think , and  where- 
foever  the  fcriptures  ar zjilent,  to  be  fo  too. 
He  does  not  efteem  it  worth  his  while  to  ex- 
pend a fingle  drop  of  ink  in  fuch  contro- 
verfies.  Fie  does  not  fuppofe,  that,  had  he 
lived  in  the  fecond  century , when  the  Roman 
and  Afatic  Chnftians  quarrelled  about  the 
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keeping  of  Eajier , and  ran  to  fuch  indecent 
lengths  of  animofity  and  difcord,  as  might 
make  the  very  heathen  blufh,  he  would  have 
ventured  a Angle  fcratch  of  his  finger,  to  have 
had  it  decided  whether  it  was  to  he  held  “on 
“ the  fourteenth  day  after  the  firfi  moon  in 
€c  the  new  year,”  or  “ on  the  fame  Rated 
“ day  in  every  year,”  or  “ on  the  firfi:  Sun - 

day  after  the  firfi:  full  moon.”  All  this 
rout  was  made  to  very  little  purpofe  : and  had 
the  Author  been  weak  enough  to  have  entered 
into  the  aifpute,  had  he  fided  with  the  Afia - 
tics,  and  been  excommunicated  by  Pope  Vidlor 
for  his  pains,  it  would  not,  according  to  his 
prefent  notions,  have  given  him  a moment's 
uneafinefs. 

But  where  the  peace  and  well-being  (I  had 
almofl:  laid  the  very  being)  of  fociety  are  con- 
cerned, where  dilorders,  of  the  mod  malig- 
nant kind,  have  inferred  the  general  mats* 
to  the  deilruction  of  millions  down  to  this 
moment,  and  threaten  the  deftrudtion  of  mil- 
lions yet  unborn,  and  thofe  chiefly  from 
among  the  molt  defencelefs  part  of  the  hu- 
man fpecies ; when  the  lull,  treachery,  cru- 
elty, and  villainy  cf  men,  are  let  loofe  to 
ravage,  as  they  can,  on  the  weaknefs  and 
credulity  of  helplefs  women  ; and  when  all 
this  is  apparently  the  effeCt  of  abolifhing 
thofe  parts  of  the  divine  law,  which  were 
evidently  made  to  prevent  it,  and  the  intro- 
duction of  a fyfteiii  of  human  invention  is  the 
means  of  its  daily  increafe  ; too  much  can- 
not be  faid  to  point  out  the  caufe  of  the  dif- 
eafe , and  to  lead  to  the  remedy . The  former 
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is  from  the  fiubftitution  of  the  wifdom  of  man> 
in  the  place  of  the  wifdom  of  God  ; the  latter 
can  only  be  difeovered  and  rendered  effectual, 
by  reftoring  the  wifdom  of  God  to  its  due 
place  in  our  efteem,  and  by  making  it,  as  it  is 
found  revealed  to  us  in  the  feriptures,  the 
bajis  of  our  municipal  laws — the  line  of  our 
conduct — the  rule  of  our  obedience . 

Perhaps  fome  may  think,  that  there  are 
points  handled  and  difeuffed  in  this  book , 
which  had  better  been  left  under  the  clouds  of 
oblcurity  which  have  long  overwhelmed  them, 
and  hidden  them  from  vulgar  obfervation, 
left  dilputes  (hould  be  raifed,  and  abufes  com- 
mitted by  the  perverfions  of  the  evil  and 
licentious.  It  is  written  concerning  the 
feriptures  themfelves,  that,  to  fome  they  are 
the  favour  of  life  unto  life  *,  and  unto  others 
the  favour  of  death  unto  death . 2 Cor.  ii.  16. 
And  again— that  the  unlearned  and  unfable 
wrefed  the  epiflles  of  Paul , as  alfo  the  other 
feriptures y to  their  owndefruttion . 2 Pet.  iii.  16. 
As  therefore  there  is  nothing  in  this  booky 
which  is  not  to  be  found  in  thofe  feriptures, 
as  to  the  points  above  hinted  at,  the  Author 
ventures  it  forth,  confiding  in  Him  who  hath 
laid — As  the  rain  cometh  down , and  the  fnow 
from  heaven , and  returneth  not  thither , but  wa- 
ter eth  the  earth,  and  maketh  it  bring  forth  and 
biidy  that  it  may  give  feed  to  the  fower , and 
bread  1 0 the  eater ; fo  fall  My  word  bey  that 

'*  Haurit  lethiferum  bufo  de  flore  venenum, 

Quo  mcl  ne&areum  fedula  promit  apes. 

At  the  fame  flow’r  the  toad  and  bee  may  meet, 
that  fuck  the  poifon — this  exhauft  the  fweet . 
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goeth  forth  out  of  My  mouth : it  fall  not  return 
■ unto  Me  void , but  it  fall  accomplif  that  which 
I pleafe , and  it  fall  profper  in  the  thing  where - 
unto  I fent  it . If.  lv.  1 o,  1 1 . 

He  cannot  be  of  the  mind  of  Synefus  the 
Platonift , who  was  raifed  to  be  a Bifop  in 
the  Ghrifiian  church,  but  continued  to  be  a 
determined  Platonifl  *>  and  had  fo  far  imbibed 
the  fpirit  and  dodlrine  of  that  fchool,  as  to 
declare  his  fentiments  thus — “ As  darknefs  is 
moft  proper  and  commodious  for  thofe 
■ ( who  have  weak  eyes,  fo  I hold  that  * lyes 
“ and fictions  are  ufeful  to  the  people,  and 
“ that  truth  would  be  hurtful  to  thofe  who 
are  not  able  to  bear  its  light  and  fplendor.” 
And  he  adds— 4 ‘ If  the  laws  of  the  church 
“ would  difpenfc  with  it,  that  he  would 
“ philofophize  at  home,  and  talk  abroad  in  the 
“ common  ftrain,  preaching  up  the  general 
“ and  received  fables See  note  z,  Leland, 
vol.  ii.  p.  344* 

The  antientphilofophers  hadan^^r/cdoc- 
trine — -efaTepiKov — which  they  openly  taught 
to  the  people;  and  an  efoteric  doftrine — ferae- 
Tepiitov— which  they  taught  privately  to  their 
feled  difciples,  whom  they  let  into  the  fecrets 

* Maximus  Tyrius  faith— that  “ a lye  is  often  profit- 
able  and  advantageous  to  men,  and  truth  hurtful.’' 
So  Plato , and  others  of  the  philofophers—  the  Stoics  elpe- 
cially,  who  held  that  “ a wife  man  might  make  ule  of  a 
<6  lye  for  many  conveniences  and  managements  in  life.  ’ 
See  Leland , vol.  ii.  p.  220.  Many  of  the  early  Fathers 
and  Chrijlians  adopted  the  fame  principle,  which  has  been 
called  by  the  fofter  term  of  pious  frauds  and  would  lye 
by  wholefale — but  this  only  for  the  good  of  the  church — 
however,  this  has  never  been  got  rid  of,  as  Popery  can 
fully  atteft.  See  Mofheiin>  vol.  i.  p.  200. 
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of  their  fcheme.  It  was  a maxim  among 
them,  that  “ it  was  lawful  to  deceive  the 

people  for  the  public  good.”  Ib.  342 — 3. 
So  the  fed:  of  Foe  in  China , have  an  exterior 
and  interior  dodrine  with  regard  to  a future 
fate — they  publicly  preach  it  up  to  the  peo- 
ple, but  their  interior  dodrine  rejeds  it.  See 
Ib.  344,  note  z. 

Such  is  human  prudence  and  wifdom  ! — 
but  the  divine  wifdom  faith — He  that  hath  My 
word , let  him  fpeak  My  word  faithfully . Jer. 
xxiii.  28.  "There  is  ?iGthing  covered  that  Jhall 
not  be  revealed ; and  hid , that  jhall  not  be  known. 
What  I tell  you  in  darknefs , that  fpeak  ye  in 
the  light ; and  what  ye  hear  in  the  ear , that 
preach  (1 ivjpv^XTS,  proclaim , publijh ) upon  the 
heufe-tops.  Matt.  x.  26,  27.  Comp.  Mark 
iv.  21,  22.  Truth  is  like  him  that  doeth  the 
truth — it  cometh  to  the  light , that  its  deeds 
may  be  manij'eft,  that  they  are  wrought  in  God. 
Error , like  every  one  that  doth  evil,  hateth  the 
light , neither  cometh  to  the  light , left  its  deeds 
jhould be  reproved.  John  iii.  20,  21. 

God  never  revealed  any  thing  but  that  it 
fhould  be  known.  When  men  want  to  con- 
ceal any  part  of  divine  revelation  from  the 
knowledge  of  others,  it  is  too  frequently 
with  a purpofe  of  preventing  the  detedion 
of  fome  errors  in  human  Jyftems , which,  from 
fome  finifter  view  or  other,  they  dread  the 
difeovery  of.  Thus  the  church  of  Rome , 
jealous  of  the  light  of  feripture,  knowing 
that  the  whole  dominion  of  popes  and  priej 
ever  the  underflandings  and  confciences 
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the  laity  is  founded  in  ignorance,  keep,  as 
far  as  they  can,  the  fcriptures  out  of  their 
hands. 

Others  there  are,  who,  from  well-meant, 
but  miftaken,  zeal,  for  principles  which  they 
have  been  taught  to  venerate , dread  that  thefe 
fhould  be  attacked;  as  thinking  the  caufe  of 
religion  itfelj , is  involved  with  the  Jiippofed 
truth  of  what  they  are  accuftomed  to  believe. 
There  can  be  no  doubt,  that  when  our  re- 
formers firft  attacked  the  Pope’s  fupremacy, 
the  worship  of  the  Virgin  Mary , the  celibacy 
of  priefts,  and  other  pious  lyes  and  forgeries 
of  the  church  of  Rome,  many  devout  and  zea- 
lous people  thought,  that  religion  itfelf  was, 
like  the  ark  of  old,  i Sam.  iv.  io,  1 1.  about 
to  be  delivered  into  the  hands  of  the  * Phi- 
liftines  ; and  cried  out,  like  Micah,  when  the 
Danites  took  away  his  Levite  and  his  Sera- 
phim— Te  have  taken  away  my  gods  which  I 
made , and  the  prief  — and  what  have  I more  ? 
See  Judges  xviii.  24. 

If  there  be  any  thing  in  the  Bible  which 
ought  to  be  concealed,  it  would  be  no  very 
hard  matter  to  prove,  that  it  ought  never  to 
have  been  revealed . But  as  it  often  happens 

with  private  individuals,  that  they  are  afraid 
of  looking  too  narrowly  into  the  fcripture, 
for  fear  of  meeting  with  lomething  to  fhake 
their  preconceived  opinions  and  prejudices  ; 

* In  1547,  Gardiner,  Bifhop  of  Winchefter,  laid, 
“ that  he  thought  the  removing  images,  was  on  deiign 
iC  to  fubvert  religion  and  the Jlate  ot  the  world,  Bunict , 

Preface  to  Hi  ft.  Ref.  vol.  ii.  p.  11. 
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fo  is  it  with  all  public  and  ?iaiional  fyftems . 
As  thefe  have  been  faihioned  by  human  con- 
trivance, they  are  not,  for  very  obvious  rea- 
fons,  over-fond  of  too  narrow  a for u tiny  on 
the  fingle  footing  cf  divine  revelation  ; left, 
as  they  are  formed  like  the  feet  of  the  image 
in  Nebuchadnezzar  s dream,  which  were  part 
of  iron , and  part  of  clay  ; fo  thefe  being  com- 
pofed  of  the  heterogeneous  mixture  of  divine 
voifdom  and  human  contrivance , a too  curious 
inveftigator  fhould,  like  the  stone  there 
mentioned— jail  upon  them , and  break  them  to 
pieces. 

The  Author  of  the  following  lheets  pro- 
feftes  himlelf  a Free-thinker  ; not  in  the 
ufual  fenfe  of  that  word,  as  what  he  has 
written  muft  abundantly  teftify,  but  as  an 
affertor  of  that  right,  which  every  reafonable 
creature  is  mvefted  with,  to  Jearch , thinks 
and  judge  for  himfelf.  He  therefore  has  en- 

deavoured to  lay  fome  points,  which  he  can- 
not but  efteem  of  the  utmoft  confequence, 
before  the  world,  that  others  may  exercife 
their  privilege  as  the  Author  hath  done  his. 

As  for  the  abufe  which  any  fubjedt  herein 
treated  may  be  liable  to — What  is  not  abufe d ? 
What  in^  nature,  providence,  or  revelation, 
has  not  been  abufe d and  perverted  to  fome 
vile  purpofe  or  other?  The  very  gospel  of 
peace  hath  been  abufed , to  fandtify  fraud > 
violence,  oppreffion,  and  perfection  — to 
juftify  maflacres,  tortures,  murders,  even  to 
mens  loafing  alive  their  fellow-creatures, 
and  thinking  they  did  God  fervice  ! infomuch 
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that,  were  we  to  judge  of  the  great  Hu: At) 
of  our  holy  religion , by  the  abuje  which  has 
been  made  of  His  authority*  we  (houid  in- 
vert what  He  fays,  Luke  ix.  $6.  and  imagine* 
that  He  came  not  to  save  men  s lives,  but  to 
destroy  them . Even  the  gr ace  of  our  God 
has  been,  and  is  by  many,  turned  into  lafci- 
moufnefs.  (See  Jude  iv.)  But  what  aoes  all 
this  prove  ? Nothing  but  the  ignorance, 
perverfenefs,  cruelty,  and  wickednefs  oi  hu- 
man nature  ; and  that  corruptio  optimi  fit  pef- 
fima  : but  it  does  not  prove,  that  the  God 
of  heaven,  who  forefaw  and  foreknew  fuch 
abufes , fhould  not  have  revealed  His  mind  and 
will  to  mortals  ; nor  that  any  part  of  that  re- 
velation fhould  be  concealed,  fuppreffed,  or 
hidden  from  the  eyes  of  men,  for  fear  of  its 
being  abufed.  For  this  may  be  taken  as  a 
certain  rule,  that  no  abuje  of  the  fcripture> 
ever  yet  happened  from  a real  uncleiftandmg 
and  knowledge  of  their  contents,  but  from 
an  ignorance,  either  in  ourfelves,  or  impolv.d 
on  us  by  the  defign  and  artifice  of  othets. 

The  grand  queftion  to  be  tried  is,  . whe- 
“ ther  a system,  filled  with  obligation  and 
refponfibihty > of  men  to  women,  and  of 
ic  women  to  men,  even  unto  death  ltfelf, 
“ and  this  eftablifhed  by  infinite  wisdom, 
c<  is  not  better  calculated  to  prevent  the  ruin 
“ of  the  female  fex,  writh  all  its  horiid  con- 
i€  fequences,  both  to  the  public  and  indni- 
“ duals,  than  a system  oi,  human  contn - 
“ vance , where  neither  obligation  nor  refpon - 

« fibility  are  to  be  found,  either  of  men  to 
J J “ women. 
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cc  women,  or  of  women  to  men,  in  inftances 
**  of  the  moft  important  concern  to  both , but 
4‘  more  efpecially  to  the  weaker  fex  ?” 

The  whole  of  the  evidence  on  both  fides 
is  faithfully  collected,  and  laid  open,  without 
any  referve  or  difguife,  in  this  book — let 
every  reader  look  upon  himfelf  as  impan- 
nelled  on  the  jury  — let  him  impartially 
hearken  to  the  caufe — and  a true  verdiSt  give 
according  to  the  evidence . 


Vol.  I. 
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SECOND  EDITION, 


Otwithftanding  the  di  fad  vantages  under 
which  this  work  has  laboured,  a fecond 
edition  has  long  been  called  for,  and  now 
makes  its  appearance,  in  as  expeditious  a 
manner  as  the  neceffary  delay  of  printing 
would  permit. 

The  author  would  therefore  fain  hope, 
that  the  book  has  made  its  way  by  dint  of 
that  intrinfic  truth  which  it  contains — the 
importance  of  the  fubjedis  treated — tnc  im- 
portant ends  propofed — -and  that  conformity 
to  the  oracles  of  God,  which  it  profelledly 
makes  the  bafis  of  its  contents. 

A work  which  militates  againft  the  re- 
ceived notions y long  cujlomsy  and  inveterate 
prejudices  of  mankind,  can  expedt  but  little 
quarter  from  the  world  in  general,  and,  oi* 
courfe,  but  little  of  that  fort  of  candor , 
which  is  fhewn  to  performances  of  authors 
who  write  on  the  popular  fide  oi  a queftion. 
This  was  fully  experienced  at  the  Refor- 
mation 
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rnation — when  Luther , and  others,  published 
againft:  the  ridiculous  fopperies  and  grofs  vil- 
lainies of  Popery,  they  had  volumes  written 
againft  them,  in  which  they  were  reprefented 
in  every  odious  light  imaginable. — They 
were  “ heretics — antic  hr  ijl s— faff  or s for  the 
“ devil ” — and,  in  fliort,  all  that  was  bad ; — - 
but  the  abufe  of  their  adverfaries  had  one 
good  efted — it  proved  how  much  at  a lofs 
thefe  were  for  fair  argument,  grounded  on 
fcripture-evidence,  and  how  little  able  they 
were  to  meet  their  opponents  with  the  weapons 
of  a fpiritual  warfare . (See  2 Cor.  x.  4.) 
Seldom  does  abufe  ferve  any  better  purpofe  in 
controverfy,  than  to  create  a very  ftrong  p re- 
lump tion,  that  thofe  who  give  it  have  no- 
thing better  on  their  fide,  and  therefore  are 
in  the  wrong , and  that  thofe  who  receive  it 
are,  therefore,  in  the  right . 

With  regard  to  the  article  of  abufe  of  an. 
author,  ifit  be  of  the perfonal  kind,  let  him  fet 
it  down  as  fo  much  gained  ; if  it  lights, upon 
his  book,  let  the  book  anfwer  for  it  [elf,  and 
if  it  cannot  do  this,  let  him  fet  down  the 
abufe  which  it  meets  with,  as  what  it  de~ 
ferves. 

Another  expedient,  which  fome  critics  have 
ufed  to  depreciate  a work,  is,  to  feparate  fome 
given  jubjetl  from  the  rejl,  deftroy  its  con- 
nection with  the  main  argument,  and  then, 
by  fele&ing,  in  like  manner,  detached  fen- 
fences  or  paragraphs,  make  thefe  appear  to 
their  readers  in  a light  not  only  different 
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from  the  author’s  intention,  but  diametri- 
cally oppofite  to  his  whole  meaning. 

Owing  to  this  it  has  been,  that  the  fubjedt 
of  polygamy  has  been  feledfed,  and  the  indif- 
criminate practice  of  it  faid  to  be  recommended 
by  the  author  of  "Thelyphthora.  To  guard 
againft  this,  in  the  plain  and  exprefs  man- 
ner which  he  has  done  (vol.  ii.  p.  174 — 177. 
288,  and  n.and  335,  n.)  he  is  forry  to  find  was 
to  little  purpofe  : thefe  pafiages  were  over- 
looked, whether  intentionally  or  not,  is  to  be 
left  to  thofe  who  beft  know.  However,  let 
the  whole  that  the  author  has  written  on 
the  fubjedl  be  taken  fairly  and  candidly  to- 
gether, and  it  will  appear,  that  nothing  more 
is  faid,  than  is  warranted  by  fcripture , nature , 
and  reafon , and  to  prove  that  the  indifcriminate 
prohibition  of  it  in  all  cafes,  however  cir- 
cumftanced — which  is  no  where  warranted  by 
the  law  of  God — is  one  fource  of  public  projli- 
tution — which,  Montefquieu  truly  fays,  “ may 
be  looked  upon  as  the  greateft  of  misfor- 
“ tunes  in  a popular  ftatef  ’ 

I know  no  book,  the  Bible  itfelf  not  ex- 
cepted, which  may  not  be  abufed  by  partial 
quotation  y — and  by  that  which  is  one  conle- 
quence  of  it,  mifreprefentation . — We  may 
prove  atheifm  on  David , as  having  faid,  Pf. 
xiv.  i . "There  is  no  God, — a recommendation  of 
drunkennejs  from  Pf.  civ.  15.  where  he  fays. 
Wine  maketh  glad  the  heart  of  man  ; — or  we 
may  fuppofe,  that  the  prophet  Ifaiah , and  the 
apoftle  Paul,  meant  to  encourage  the  licen- 
tioufacfs  of  a Sf  avoir  vivre  club- — by  faying 

' — Let 
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*—Let  us  eat  and  drink , for  to-morrow  we  die . 

If.  xxii.  13.  1 Cor.  xv.  32. 

Something  like  the  difingenuonfnefs  which 
would  attend  fuch  proofs  as  thefe,  has  at- 
tended the  mifreprefentation  of  the  author's 
treating  polygamy . — He  has  maintained  its 
forming  a part  of  the  divine  plan,  which  was 
fo  evidently  calculated  for  the  prefervation  of 
the female  fex  from  defertion  and profiitution — * 
but  by  a part  only  of  what  is  faid  on  the  fub- 
jedt  being  taken,  and  placed  in  another  point 
of  view,  he  is  accufed  of  recommending  po- 
lygamy an  indif criminate praSlice,  to  the  fub- 

verfion  of  the  peace  and  domeftic  happinefs  of 
every  family  in  the  kingdom — an  idea  as  foreign 
from  his  purpofe,  as  it  was  from  the  Apoftle  s 
(1  Tim.  v.  23.)  to  make  Timothy  a wine- 
bibber  (otvoTorvj c) — See  Prov.  xxiii.  20.  Matt, 
xi.  19. — when  he  exhorted  him  to  — drink 
no  longer  water , but  to  nfe  a little  wine  for  his 
ftomacti  s fake , and  his  often  infirmities . Thus 
polygamy  is  mentioned  in  no  other  light, 
throughout  this  treatife,  but  as  * expedient  in 
fome  cafes,  necefary  in  others,  to  prevent 
milchiefs  of  an  infinitely  more  deplorable 
kind,  both  to  individuals  in  particular,  and 
to  the  public  in  general,  than  can  poffibly 
arife  from  every  man’s  being  obliged  to  keep, 
maintain,  and  provide  for,  as  the  fcripture 
has  commanded,  the  women  he  feduccs — but 
in  order  to  this,  its  lawfulnefs  mud  be  proved, 
for  if  it  be  difallowed  of  God — there  is  an 
end  of  all  queftions  upon  the  fubjedt,  and  we 

* See  vol.  ii.  p.  178. 

t See  Exod.  xxii.  a6.  Deut.  xxii.  28,  29. 
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muft  fit  down  contented  under  the  prefent 
ruinous  ftate  of  things,  which  is  every  day 
increafing  the  licentioufnefs  of  our  men,  the 
deftrudtion  of  our  women,  and  the  * depopu- 
lation of  the  land. 

As  for  partial  and  unfair  reprefentation,  it 
has  been  an  ufual  way  of  injuring  arguments 
which  do  not  eafily  admit  of  plain  and  fair 
anfwers. 

Thus  the  Papijis  ferved  Erafmus , on  his 
publifhing  his  “ Tranjlation  and  Paraphrafe 
<6  on  the  New  Teftament.”  A great  clamour 
was  railed  againft  him  by  the  faculty  of  divi- 
nity at  Paris , as  before  at  Bajil , and  **  Na- 
<<  talis  Bedda , a dodtor  of  divinity,  who  was 
at  that  time  Syndic  of  the  faculty,  collected 
“ feveral  propofitions,  which,  as  to  the  full 
import  and  general  fenfe  of  them,  were 
“ lame  and  imperfedt,  being  feparated  from 
“ what  went  before,  and  from  what  fol- 
“ lowed  after,  and  thereby  might  be  taken 
“ in  an  ill  fenfe  ; whereas,  if  they  were  red 
“ with  what  went  before,  and  what  fol- 
“ lowed  after,  it  would  be  found  they  were 
found  and  orthodox. ” And  thus  at  length 
a decree  was  palled  againft  him,  and  “ thofe 
“ doSl or s who  were  on  the  fide  of  Erafmus, 
f‘  were  obliged  to  hold  their  peace,  left,  by 

'*  We  were  lately  told,  in  one  of  the  public  prints, 
how  truly  I cannot  fay,  that  — tc  a noble  Lord  hated  in 
<c  the  Jrfoufeof  Commons,  with  his  ulual  accuracy,  that 
tc  the  deefeafe  of  people  in  this  country,  within  thefe 
lah  90  years,  has  been  one  million  eight  hun- 
dred  tijous  and.’-  Surely  this  muft  be  an  exag- 
geration—but  yet  it  might  be  worth  while  to  examine 
into  the  trier  cafe  or  deer  cafe  of  the  people. 
f v fpeaking 
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*<  fpeaking  their  thoughts  freely,  they  fliould 
<i  beet  me  odious,  and  their  lives  ce  made 
*•  unealy.”  See  Du  Pin,  Cent.  16.  p. 

267 — S.  Eng.  Eranjl . 

What  Erafmus  wrote  on  the  treatment 

which  he  met  with  from  many  quarters,  on 
account  of  his  publication,  deferves  our  no- 
tice, as  containing  a proper  admonition  to 
thofe  who  condemn,  becaufe  they  read  with 
prejudice-,  and  to  thofe  who  are  profligate 
enough  to  condemn,  without  reading  at  ah. 

“ Sic  oportet  ad  librum  legendum  acce- 
“ dere  ledtorem,  ut  folet  ad  convivium  con- 
“ viva  civilis.  Convivator  annititur  omnibus 
“ fatisfacere : & tamen  liquid  apponitur, 
“ quod  hujus  aut  illius  palato  non  refpon- 
<<  Peat , urbane  vel  dilhmulant,  vei  piobant 
“ etiam,  ne  quid  contriftent  convivatorem. 
“ Quis  enim  eum  convivam  ferat,  qui  tan- 
turn  hoc  ammo  vemat  ad  meniam,  ut  ca.i  — 
“ pens  quse  apponuntur,  ne  veicatur  ip!e, 

“ nec  alios  velci  linat  ? 

“ Et  tamen  his  quoque  reperias  incivi- 
“ Uores,  qui  palam,  qui  fine  hne  damnent 
« ac  lacerent  opus,  quod  nunquam  legermt. 
“ Atque  hoc  lane  faciunt  quidam,  qui  fe 
“ Chrifiiance  pietatis  do tl ores  profitentur,  & 
“ religion  is  antijiites  cum  lit  plus  quam^- 
“ cophant'cum,  damnare  quod  nefcias.” 

As  I ha/e  too  much  reafon  to  think  that 
fome  of  the  unlearned,  as  well  as  the  learned, 
Hand  much  in  need  of  being  acquainted  with 
the  above,  I will  give  it  in  Englijh. 

“ A reader  Ihould  come  to  the  perufal  of 

b 4 “ a 
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“ a book,  as  a courteous  gueft  comes  to  a 
“ feaft.  The  giver  of  the  feaft  does  his  en~ 
“ deavour  to  fatisfy  all;  yet,  if  any  thing  be 
“ brought  to  table,  which  may  not  be 
“ agreeable  to  the  palate  of  this  or  that  per- 
“ fon,  they  politely  difiemble  their  dillike, 
“ or  even  approve,  rather  than  grieve  him 
“ who  has  invited  them.  For  who  could 
“ bear  with  that  gueft,  who  comes  to  the 
“ table  only  with  a difpofttion  to  find  fault, 
“ and  neither  to  partake  himfelf,  nor  fuffer 
“ others  to  partake  of  the  entertainment  ? 

“ Yet  you  may  find  ethers  more  uncivil 
“ than  thefe,  who  openly,  and  without  end, 
“ will  condemn  and  tear  a work  to  pieces, 
“ which  they  have  never  red.  And  j'ome  do 
«*  this,  who  profels  themfelves  teachers  of 
“ Chriflian  piety,  and  eminent  * profeffors  of 
“ religion.  Whereas,  to  condemn  that  of 
which  you  are  ignorant,  .is  beyond  the 
“ bafenefs  of  the  ~j~  bafeji  informer 

1 could  eafily  make  fome  ftrictures  on  the 

9 

$ 

* Antiftes  properly  denotes  a chief  prlejl , prelate , or 
hi  fop  : but  is  alfo  ufed  for  any  man  eminent  among 
others.  Ainsworth. 

Erafmus  probably  ufed  it  in  the  former  fenfe.  The 
author  ufes  it  in  the  latUr , for  a reafon  which  fome  ot 
his  readers  have  more  caufe,  than  he  wifhes  they  had,  to 

fee  the  propriety  of.  . 

f Sycophanticum , rendered  literally,  would  afford  no 
information  to  the  unlearned  reader;  the  term  is  therefore 
paraphrafed , in  fuch  a manner,  as  to  give  an  idea  of  the 
! ~ort  of  people  which  the  Greeks  called  Sycophants , and,  of 
ecurfe,  what  Erafmus  means  by  Sycophanticum.  For  the 
derivation  and  meaning  of  Sycophants  among  the  Athe - 
mans , fee  Chambers'  Ditt* 

above 
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above  paflfage,  but  I forbear  faying  any  more, 
than  Erafmus  has  faid  for  me. 

I would  recommend  it,  however,  to  all, 
who  have,  or  fhall  criticife  on  this  work , to 
be  very  certain  they  underjiand  it;  for  1 have 
a fhrewd  fufpicion,  that  this  has  not  been  the 
cafe  with  all  its  readers ; perhaps  I might 
name  foine  highly-refpedted  c;harad:ers,  that 
have  been  foremofi  in  very  unbecoming  language 
relative  to  certain  fubjebts  of  it.  If  thofe  fub - 
jedls  are  not  treated,  in  a direft  confonance 
with  th  olaw  of  God,  as  revealed  by  Mofes9thoy 
have  my  free  liberty  to  fay  what  they  pleafe; 
but  otherwife,  let  them  take  care,  left  their 
wit,  raillery , and  pious  farcafms , do  not  ulti- 
mately tend  to  vilify  and  ridicule  the  God 
that  made  them-— let  them  beware,  left  that 
queftion,  once  put  on  a very  ferious  occafion, 
be  not  put  to  them,  in  an  hour  when  they 
will  find  more  difficulty,  than  they  feem  at 
prefen t aware  of,  to  anfwer  it — Whom  haft 
thou  reproached  and  blafphemed ? And  againjb 
whom  haft  thou  exalted  thy  voice , and  lifted  up 
thine  eyes  on  high  ? even  againft  the  Holy  One 
of  Israel.  2 Kings  xix.  22.  Let  them  re- 
member, that  He  will  not  only  convince  the 
ungodly , of  the  hard  fpeeches , which  they  have 
fpoken  againft  Him , (jude  xv.)  but,  fooner  or 
later,  will  deal  with  perfons  of  a more  decent 
character,  and  whofe  flyings  have  borne  the 
femblance  of  religious  zeal , aSter  their  folly,  in 
that  they  have  not  Spoken  of  Him  the  thing  that 
is  right . See  Job  xlii.  8.  ° 

As  to  the  Ladies , who,  I am  told,  are  ex- 
tremely 
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iremely  difpleafed,  I hope  I have  too  much 
good  manners,  to  prefume  to  enter  into  any 
controverfy  with  them ; only  1 would  lecom- 
mend  to  them  alfo,  a very  ferious  attention  to 
what  is  faid  in  the  preceding  paragraph-- and 
to  take  great  care,  that  their  objections  do  not 
fall  on  Him,  who  knew  the  fituation  He  had 
placed  them  in,  when  He  made  His  laves  loi 
the  protection  of  their  frail  fifters  from  ruin 
and  deftruCtion. — They  will,  however,  permit 
me  to  a ffu re  them,  that  if  the  author  had  found 
any  thing  in  the  divine  ceconomy , which  tended 
to  fupport  the,  pride  of  one  part  of  the  Jex,  at 
the  expence  of  the  ruin  and projhtution  of  the 
other,  he  would  moll  faithfully  have  declared 
it;  and  if  his  fair  readers  fhould  Jearch  toe 
feriptures  with  an  intent  of  finding  fome  fuch 
thing,  he  would  very  earneftly  caution  them, 
on  whom  they  lay  the  blame  of  the  diiappoint- 
jnent  which  will  moft  certainly  attend  then 


enquiries.  . 

The  additions  which  have  been  made  in 

this  edition,  are  fuch,  as  tend  to  elucidate  the 
paffages  where  they  occur,  and  to  fhew  the. 
refpeCt  and  attention,  which  the  author  molt 
gratefully  pays,  to  any  pertinent  and  candid 
obfervations,  which  have  fallen  in  his  way. 

I now  conclude  this  Preface , with  the  con- 
tents of  a paper  which  I received  from  a very 
refpedtable  Clergyman , who  was  candid  enough 
to 1 let  his  prejudices  lubmit  to  his  juagmun , 

and  had  honcjty  enough  to  own  it. 

The  following  Queries  contain  fo  accurate 
an  epitome  of’  the  work,  and  are  fo  much  to 
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the  purpofe,  as  to  fave  the  author  the  trouble 
of  introducing  them,  with  any  farther  remarks 
whatfoever. 

“ As  the  fubjedt  of  a late  publication,  en- 
“ titled  “ Thelyphthora ; or,  a Treat ife  on 
“ Female  Ruin/7  &c.  “ is  much  mifunder- 
“ flood,  and  milreprefented  by  many  people, 

“ who  have,  fome  of  them,  never  read  it 
iC  at  all,  and  the  reft  but  partially,  and  not 
“ without  prejudice,  and  therefore  oppofe 
tc  it ; ’tis  judged  beft  to  fend  its  oppofers 
<(  the  following  ^ htejlions , for  them  to  an- 
i(  fwer  : the  doing  of  this,  ’tis  thought,  will 
“ bring  the  matter  to  a point,  enter  upon 
particulars,  and  be  a means  to  difcover 
“ where,  and  with  whom,  truth  is,  and 
“ where,  and  with  whom,  error  is. 

“ i . Are  the  mifchievous,  fhocking  crimes 
“ of  whoredom,  fornication,  and  adultery,  ' 
“ got  to  an  enormous  and  increafing  height, 

“ in  this  land,  and  is  the  land  defiled  and 
“ deluged  by  them,  or  not?  and  is  the  frown, 

“ or  curie  oi  God  upon  the  land,  or  is  it 
“ not  ? 

“ 2.  Is  it  needful,  and  is  it  our  bounden 
■c  duty,  to  cry  aloud  again  ft  there  God- 
“ provoking,  and  nation-ruining  fins,  and 
“ to  feek  a remedy  againfl  this  monftrous 
“ evil,  or  is  it  not  ? 

c<r  3-  Is  there  any  thing  deftru&ively  hor- 
“ rible  in  the  lives,  and  any  thing  ihockingly 
“ dreadful  in  the  deaths  of  abandoned  wo- 

men,  alias,  common  proftitutes,  or  is  there 
not  ? 

(€  4.  What 
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“ 4.  What  number , how  many  thoufands 
ie  are  there  of  thefe  miferable  creatures  in 
<c  our  land  ? and  have  they  any  evil  effedt  on 

“ the  male  fex,  or  not  ? 

“ 5.  Do  our  laws,  as  they  now  Hand, 

c‘  hinder  this  ruinous  evil,  or  do  they  not  r 

“ and  can  they,  or  can  they  not  ? 

“ 6.  Do  our  laws  encourage,,  or  difcou- 
tc  rage,  honourable  marriage,  or  celibacy  ? 
“ encourage,  or  difcourage  population  ? 

“ 7.  Do  our  laws,  in  any  cafes,  put  afun- 
iC  der  thofe,  whom  God  has  joined  togetner, 
<<  and  keep  together  thofe,  whom  He  has 
ec  ordered  to  be  put  atunder,  or  do  they 

not  ? , 

8,  Is  there  any  remedy  at  all  fpoken  of 
w in  God’s  word,  againit  the  great  evil  ot 
<e  lewdnefs  ; and  if  there  be,  what  is  tnat 

“ particular  remedy  ? 

“ 9.  Does  God,  in  His  word,  order,  that 

whores,  adulterers  and  adultereffes  ihall 
<<  be  put  to  death , or  does  He  not  ? See  Le- 
<<  viticus  xx.  10.  Deut.  xxii.  21,  22. 

“ 10.  In  particular  inftances  ot  fome  per- 
« fons  injuring  others,  does  God,  in  his 
word,  enjoin  any  recompence  that  the  in- 
jurers  and  offenders  fhall  make  the  injuied, 
“ or  does  He  not  ? 

“ 11.  Are  fome  of  our  laws,  in  this  land, 
<c  framed  upon  the  Divine  laws,  in  the  above - 
“ mentioned  particular,  and  do  they  inflidt 
<<  punifhment  on  fome  tranlgrelTors  and  ot- 
««  fenders,  in  any  cafes,  according  to  the 
<<  fpirit  of  the  divine  laws,  or  not  ? 


12.  Is 
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“ 12.  Is  there  any  particular  recompence 
that  G od,  in  his  word,  orders  an  unmar- 
ried man  to  make  a virgin  whom  he  has 
defiled,  or  is  there  not  ? and  if  there  be, 
what  is  it  ? See  Exodus  xxii.  16,  17* 
Deut.  xxii.  28,  29. 

0 13.  Is  there  any  particular  recompence 
that  a married  man  is  enjoined  to  make  the 
virgin,  whom  he  has  defiled,  or  is  there 
not  ? If  there  be,  what  is  it  ? Is  the  vir- 
gin, in  the  above  cafe,  to  receive  a recom- 
pence, and  the  virgin,  in  this,  to  receive 
none,  and  to  be  abandoned  ? See  the  above 
feriptures. 

14.  Is  our  marriage-ceremony,  in  the 
church,  lo  of  the  eflence  of  marriage  as  to 
conftitute  marriage;  and,  therefore,  none 
are  married  in  God’s  light,  but  what  are 
joined  together,  by  a prieft,  with  that  ce- 
remony ? 

15.  Is  the  marriage  of  the  people  called 
Quakers,  in  this  land,  marriage  in  God’s 
fight  ? and  alfo  according  to  our  laws  ? 

16.  Were  the  marriages  performed  by 
juflices  of  the  peace,  in  the  laft  century", 
lor  eighteen  years  together,  marriages  in 
God  s fight,  and  according  to  our  laws  ? 

17.  In  what  way,  or  by  what  form,  were 
all  thole  people  of  old  joined  together, 

whofe  marriages  are  recorded  in  fcriptureG 
hiflory  ? 

18.  In  what  way,  or  by  what  form 
Vv  ei  e Chriftians  married  for  upwards  of  a 

“ thoufand 
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thoufand  years  immediately  after  the  birth 
of  Chrift. 

<c  19.  Was  our  church  marriage-cere- 
mony the  confequence  of  Pope  Innocent 
the  3d,  putting  marriage,  as  a facrament, 
into  the  hands  of.  Popifh  priefts,  or  was 
it  not  ? 

“ 20.  What  reafons  can  be  affigned  for 
God’s  permitting  fo  many  people,  and, 
particularly,  fome  of  his  diftinguifhed 
faints  of  old,  to  live  allowedly  in  the 
practice  of  Polygamy , and  to  die,  with- 
out ever  reproving  them,  calling  them 
to  repentance,  (if  it  was  a Jin)  and  with- 
out their  ever  exprefiing  any  forrow  for 
it,  and  fhewing  any  evidences  at  all  of 
their  repentance  ? And  if  God’s  word  be 
the  rule  of  our  condudt,  and  if  the  ex- 
ample of  thefe  faints  be  written  for  our 
learning,  what  are  we  to  learn  from  them, 
refpedting  their  polygamy  ? 

“ 21.  If  thefe  faints  of  old  lived  and  died 
in  Jin , by  living  and  dying  in  the  allowed 
pradlxce  of  polygamy , what  is  the  name  of 
the  fin  ? By  what  term  is  it  to  be  diftin- 
guifhed ? Was  it  adultery  ? or,  whore- 
dom ? or,  fornication  ? Was  their  com- 
merce licit  or  illicit  ? What  command- 
ment did  they  fin  againft  ? Were  they 
adulterers,  whoremongers,  or  fornicators? 
What  does  the  fcripture-hiftory  of  the 
lives  and  deaths  of  theie  faints  teach  us  to 
call  this  their  practice  ? 


22.  Were 
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“ 22.  Were  Hannah,  and  Rachel,  and 
<<  (after  Uriah’s  death)  Bathfheba,  whores  or 
(c  adultereffes  ; or,  were  they  lawful  and  ho- 
“ noured  wives  ? How  are  they  fpoken  of, 
“ and  how  were  they  treated,  as  the  fcrip- 
“ ture-hiftory  informs  us  ? 

“ 23.  Were'Jofeph,  Samuel,  and  Solo- 
€t  mon,  baftards,  or  honourable  legitimate 
“ fons  ? In  what  character  were  they  fpo- 
“ ken  of  and  treated  ? Did  God  fhew  favour 
“ to  them,  or  diflike  of  them  ? 

“ 24.  Were  not  Hannah,  Rachel,  and 
“ Bathfheba,  whores,  or  adultereffes ; and 
tf  Jofeph,  Samuel,  and  Solomon,  baftards, 
“ according  to  the  laws  of  our  land  ? 

“ 2^.  Are  there  any  things  unfcriptural, 
as  well  as  impolitic,  in  the  late  aft  of  Par- 
<c  liament  for  the  preventing  clandeftine 
“ marriages,  and  if  there  be,  what  are  they, 
“ and  why  ? And  why  did  half  the  Houfe  of 
Lords,  lave  one  Angle  voice,  move  for  a 
“ repeal  of  this  aft  ? 

<c  26.  In  what  way  can  a Hop  be  put  to 
“ thefe  following  ruinous,  deteftable,  hor- 
“ rible,  and  national  evils;  namely,  brothel- 
“ keeping,  murdering  of  infants  by  feduced 
“ women ; pregnant  virgins  committing  of 
“ fuicide;  medicine-taking  to  procure  abor~ 
“ tion  ; the  venereal  difeafe;  feduftion ; prof- 
“ titution ; whoredom  ; adultery ; and  all 
“ the  deplorable  evils  accompanying  and  fol- 
lowing  the  mifchievous  fin  of  lewdnefs  in 
“ this  land?  If  God’s  law  refpefting  the 
commerce  of  the  fexes,  was  obferved,  and 
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« if  the  laws  of  our  land  were  to  enforce 
“ that,  might  we  not  expeil  His  bleffing  on 
“ fuch  means  ufed  to  accomplifh  fo  needed 

“ and  defirable  an  end  ? 

“ 27.  On  fuppofition  that  polygamy  be  a 
“ practice  difallowed  of  God,  is  the  other  part 
««  of  the  fcheme  for  preventing  the  horrible 
<e  evils  of  lewdnefs  in  our  land,  fcriptuial  and 
“ praitical,  or  not  ? 

‘‘  28.  Is  the  defign  and  aim  of  the  book 
“ to  hinder  lewdnefs,  and  its  deplorable  ef- 
“ feils,  or  not  ? 

“ After  thefe  quefiions  are  anfwered,  not 
“ in  a trifling,  fuperficial,  and  merely  fpe- 
“ cicus  and  declamatory  manner,  but  in  a 
“ full,  plain,  fair,  fcriptural,  and  reafonable 
£c  manner  ; and  the  anivvers  ate  open  and. 
“ honeft,  free  from  paltry  fubterfuge,  and 
“ all  deceiving  equivocation,  and  reiervation, 
“ and  all  the  anfwers  are  founded  on  truth 
“ and  fails,  we  {hall  then  notice  what  the 
“ confequences  will  be  of  iuch  a right  mode 
“ of  anfwering  thefe  queftionS;  and  fo  find 
« out,  whether  the  arguments  in  “ Thelyph- 
“ thora”  be  fcriptural,  reafonable,  and  defen- 
“ fible,  or  not ; whether  the  fcheme  in  that 
“ book  has  a good  or  a bad  tendency;  whether 
“ to  be  rqprobaV^d,'  or  receive^  ;„and  whether 
“ the  friends^  apd  abettors  of  it  are  friends 
“ or  foes  to  their  country?  the  caufe  of  God  ? 
“ the  temporal,  ipiritual,  and  eternal  wel- 
“ fare  of  their  fellow-creatures  ?’’ 
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WO  call  in  queftion  the  truth  of  long- 
received  opinions,  is  a fort  of  employ- 
ment which  few  chufe  to  be  engaged  inj 
not  only  from  the  natural  indolence  and  fu- 
pinenefs  of  the  human  mind,  but  from  the 
reception  which  fuch  attempts  are  likely  to 
meet  with  from  the  generality,  who  are  al- 
ways jealous  of  whatfoever  may  leem  an  at- 
tack on  principles  which  have  the  fandtion  of 
antient  cuftom  ; and  from  thence,  even  of  laws 
themfelves,  for  their  fupport. 

We  need  but  look*  back  to  the  times  of 
the  Reformation,  in  order  to  fee  this  abun- 
dantly 


* If  we  carry  our  refearches  into  the  hiftory  of  the 
Heathen  world,  we  (hall  find  that  it  was  an  eftablifhed 
maxim  adopted  by  Plato,  and  in  which  all  the  other 
philofophers  without  exception  concurred,  that  “ every 
nation  fhould  worfhip  the  gods  according  to  the  efta- 
blifhed  laws  and  cuftomsj  to  which  alfo  every  private 
“ perfon  in  his  own  practice  ought  to  conform.”  By 
this  artifice  of  the  devil  (who  is  emphatically  ftyled  the 
“ god  of  this  world,  that  blinds  the  minds  of  men 2 Cor. 
lv.  4.  ) not  only  the  Heathen  world,  but  a great  part  of 
the  6 hrijhan  world,  hath  becnenflaved  in  chains  of  error 
Vol.I.  B and 
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dantly  verified.  Our  Reformers  no  Sooner 
began  the  falutary  work  of  enquiry  after 
truth , and  its  infallible  confequence,  the 
detection  of  error,  than  the  whole  Chrifian 
world , fo  called,  was  in  arms  againft  them. 
Councils  were  fummoned,  fynods  held,  and 
their  fentences  were,  in  fubftance,  what  that 
of  the  “ men,  brethren,  and fathers,"  of  the 
Jews  was  againft  that  fuppofed  innovator , 
Paul  of  P arfus,  when  they  faid,  “ Away  with 
fuch  a fellow  from  the  earth , for  it  is  not  ft  that 
he  Jhould  live  ” A <fts  xxii.  22. 

When  Paul  and  Silas  were  apprehended, 
and  carried  before  the  magiftrates  at  Philippi, 
the  charge  againft  them  ran  in  the  following 
terms  : — “ Thefe  men,  being  Jews,  do  exceed- 
ingly trouble  our  city , and  teach  cufoms  which 
are  not  lawful  for  us  to  obferve,  being  Romans," 

But  why  was  it  not  lawful  for  the  Romans 
to  obferve  what  Paul  had  been  teaching  ? 
Becaufe  of  the  contrariety  of  the  Roman  laws 


nnd  del ufion.  On  the  footing  of  this  maxim  it  was, 
that  when  Socrates , who  was  the  wifeil  of  the philofophers, 
attempted  to  awaken  his  countrymen  to  a more  rational 
and  fpiritual  fenfe  of  divine  things  than  they  had  been  ac- 
vuftoraed  to,  he  was  accufed  at  Athens  by  Anytus  and 
Melitus , that  “ he  did  not  believe  thofe  to  be  gods 
**  which  the  city  believed,  and  that  he  introduced  other 
new  gods’' — for  this  he  was  put  to  death.  How  many 
Chriftians  have  been  put  to  death  on  a fimilar  principle, 
let  the  annals  of  thofe  declare  who  are  now  crying,  Hoiv 
long,  O Lord,  holy  and  true , doji  thou  not  judge  and  avenge 
sur  blood  on  them  that  dwell  on  the  earth  ! Rev.  vi.  9,  10. 

So  Cicero  binds  it  as  a duty  upon  the  people  “ tofoN 
*c  low  the  religion  of  their  anceftors.”  Cic.  de  Leg. 
lib.  ii.  c.  8.  — ritus  families  patr  unique  fervanto. 
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and  fuperftitions  to  God’s  word — for  a like 
realon,  the  Reformers  taught  things  which  it 
was  not  lawful  for  the  fubjedts  of  this  king- 
dom to  obfcrve , becaufe  the  fyftem  of  the 
laws  of  church  and  date  were  oppolite  to  the 
Bible — and,  as  far  as  they  are  fo  dill,  fo  far 
will  a writer  againft  them  be  deemed  no  bet- 
ter than  a troubler  of  the  land,  and  a teacher 
of  ciijloms  which  it  is  not  lawful  for  us  to 
obferve . He  likewifeftands  fair  for  being  called 
one  of  thofe,  who  would  turn  the  world  up - 
fide  down . See  Adts  xvi.  20,  21.  xvii.  6. 

Had  not  Luther  quarrelled  with  Pope 
Leo  X.  and  brought  himfelf  into  difficult  and 
dangerous  circumftances,  jt  is  not  impoffible 
but  that  the  light  of  that  great  reformer  had 
remained  hidden  under  the  * bufoeloi monkery . 
However,  it  pleafed  God  to  order  it  other- 
wife,  and,  in  his  gracious  providence,  to 
over-rule  Luther  § lituation,  for  the  invefti- 
gation  and  promulgation  of  the  faith  once  de- 
livered to  the  faints . Jude  3.  This  extraor- 
dinary man  was  led  to  fearch,  think,  and 
judge  for  himfelf;  and  (drawing  his  artillery 
from  the  inexhauftible  arfenal  of  the  holy 
fcriptures)  firft  to  f attack,  and  then  to  over- 
throw, 

* Matth.  v.  15. 

t I would  obferve,  that  John  Wicklife , an  Englijh- 
man 5 educated  at  Oxford  in  the  reign  of  Edward  III. 
has  the  honour  of  being  the  firft  perfon  in  Europe  who 
publickly  called  in  queftion,  and  boldly  refuted,  thofe 
doctrines,  which  had  palled  for  certain  during  fo  many 
ages.  Cjuth.  Oram,  vol.i.  247.  For  this  he  was  forely 
persecuted  during  his  life;  and  after  his  death,  his  bones, 
which  had  been  buried  forty-one  years,  were  du<g  up 
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throw,  errors , which  had  been  received  as 
the  moft  facred  truths  for  ages,  and  which 
had  been  maintained,  by  every  fupport, 
which  the  credulity  and  fuperftition  of  man- 
kind, aided  by  laws  and  powers  ecclefiajlical 
and  civil y could  give  them. 

From  whence  I would  infer,  that  no  opi- 
nions or  doftrines  whatfoever,  receive  any 
conclujive  proof  of  their  truth,  from  the  fuf- 
frages  of  men,  however  wife,  learned,  or 
however  fupported  by  human  maxims , cujlomsy 
or  laws.  To  take  it  for  granted,  that  truth 
muft  be  where  there  are  thefe  fupports,  is  at 
once  to  give  up  our  privilege  of  enquiring 
and  judging  for  ourfelves ; and*  if  fo,  we 
might  as  well  have  been  born  without  reafon 
and  judgment  as  with  them.  Upon  fuch  a 
principle  as  this,  a Mohammedan  has  as  good 
* a reafon  for  the  truth  of  the  Korany  as  we 
have  for  the  truth  of  the  Bible ; for  the  former 
hath  as  much  the  cufoms  and  laws  of  Turkey 

for 

and  burned.  This  by  a folemn  decree  of  the  council  of 
Conflance.  See  Fox’s  Martyrs,  vol.  i.  529.  He  was 
the  firft  tranflator  of  the  New  Teftament  from  the  Latin 
Vulgate  into  Englifh . He  died  about  1387.  Jortin  Rem. 
vol,  v.  p.  479 — 80. 

* So  had  the  antient  Heathen  for  the  truth  of  their 
fy (ferns.  Many  of  th e philofophers  actually  refolve  all 
moral  obligations  into  merely  human  laws  and  confuta- 
tions \ making  them  the  only  mealure  of  right  and  wrong, 
good  and  evil  : fo  that  if  the  people  had  a mind  to  be  in- 
lirudted  what  they  (hould  do  or  forbear,  they  fent  them 
to  the  laws  of  their  feveral  countries,  and  allowed  them 
to  do  whatfoever  was  not  forbidden  by  thofe  laws.  Le - 
landy  vol.  ii.  81,  82.  Plato  is  for  people’s  “ worfhip- 
“ ping  the  gods  appointed  by  the  laws  of  the  (fate,  and 
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for  its  fupport,  as  the  latter  has  thofe  of 
England . “ Idolatry  at  Pekin  (fays  a late 

writer)  Mohammedifm  at  Conjiantinople,  Po- 
tc  pery  at  Rome , and  orthodoxy  at  Wejiminjler , 
<e  will  be  all  equally  right.  The  earth  will  turn 
“ round  in  England , and  ftand  ftill  in  Italy ; 
<c  and  our  holy  religion  will  be  true  in  Eu - 
€<  rope,  but  an  arrant  falsehood  throughout 
“ all  the  continent  of  Afia  .”  Humanum  ejl 
errare , is  too  true  refpe&ing  every  man  and 
all  men,  as  fallible  creatures.  Churches  and 
councils , as  well  as  other  communities  are 

therefore 


cc  in  the  manner  there  prefcribed.”  Ib.  p.  ug.  note  p. 

So  before  him  Pythagoras , 

’AQatydlxf  pzv  orpdjct  Qeao  NOMft  Cl'S  AIAKEITAI 
'ZiCx 

Firft  the  immortal  gods,  as  is  hy  law  ordain9 d , 

Worfliip.  ’ 

When  Erafmus  was  about  to  publifh  his  edition  of  the  New 
Teftament,  he  was  forely  abufed,  for  prefuming  to  amend 
the  text , by  correcting  fome  blunders  in  the  commonly-re-  * 
ceived  readings — and,  in  his  account  of  the  arguments  of 
his  oppofers,  lays,  among  others,  Ifuidam  hie  nobis  tradunt 
Left)! am  regulam , ut  id  habeatur  pro  redo,  quod  vulgo  re- 
ceptum  ejl . “ Some  here  lay  down  for  me  the  Left: an 

rule,  that,  i6  that  fhould  be  efteemed  right , which  is 
commonly  received. At  this  rate,  how  unprofitably 
does  a man  pafs  his  time  in  endeavouring  to  inftruCt  him- 
felf,  with  the  hope  of  inftruaing  others  ? 

By  paying  little  deference  to  general  councils , 
few  inconveniences  arife,  compared  with  thofe  which 
inevitably  follow  a blind  and  tame  fubmiffion,  in 
“ P°lnts  of  to  human  decifions,  and  to  public 

wifdom , as  fome  of  our  controverfial  do&ors  have 
loved  to  call  it,  which  may  be  public  folly, 

r .Pub}ic™fdW  is  a mere  Proteus  ; and,  not  to  con- 
ct  uwlt:  ltl  Pa&an  or  Mahometan  countries,  amongft 
- once  was  the  wifdom  of  Ahab  and  Jezebel, 
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therefore  liable  to  be  miftaken,  as  is  modeftly 
confeffed  by  the  Church  of  England  in  her 
2 1 ft  article , “ Of  General  Councils. 

“ When  they  be  gathered  together  (foraf- 
much  as  they  be  an  affembly  of  men 
“ whereof  all  be  not  governed  by  the  Spirit 
“ and  word  of  God)  they  may  err , and 
<c  fometimes  have  erred  in  things  pertaining 
“ to  God.  Wherefore  things  ordained  ,by 
<c  them  as  neceffary  to  falvation  have  neither 
tc  ftrength  nor  authority,  unlefs  it  may  be 
“ declared  that  they  are  taken  out  of  the 
44  Holy  Scriptures.” 

The  writer  of  the  following  pages  would 
humbly  hope,  that,  having  fo  venerable  an 
authority  for  calling  in  queftion  the  truth  of 
certain  matters,  which  are  mod  qffuredly  be- 
lieved amongjl  us,  he  fhall  not  be  deemed  im- 
pertinently contentious,  if,  touching  fome 
points,  he  differs  from  the  generality  of  his 
countrymen,  who,  contenting  themfelves 
with  notions  and  opinions  received  by  tradition 
from  their  fathersy  have  never  thougnt  of 
looking  after  the  foundations  on  whicn  they 
are  grounded,  and  have  therefore  miftaken  the 
fallible  authority  of  men  like  themfelves,  for 
the  divine  and  infallible  authority  of  truth  itfelf 
That  our  brothels  are  filled  with  harlots , 
our  ftreets  with  proJlitutes>  and  our  land  with 


*c  and  afterwards  of  Annas  and  Caiaphas. . It  fets  out 
with  a great  fhew  of  religion,  it  begins  with  the 
<c  GoJ'pel  according  to  St.  Matthew , and  it  often  ends  in 
the  Gofpel  according  to  Mr.  Hobbes*”  Jortin  Rem< 
vol.  ii.  P«  193— -4* 

^ T impurity , 
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impurity , is  too  dreadfully  true.  Magdalem , 
AJylums , and  all  the  kind  and  benevolent  in- 
terpolations of  public  charities,  however  we 
may  fuppofe  them,  with  refpeft  to  fome  few 
individuals,  to  anfwer  their  benevolent  de- 
figns,  are  inadequate  to  the  cure  of  fo  crying 
an  evil.  A tree  is  not  to  be  deftroyed  by 
plucking  off  a few  leaves,  or  by  cutting  away 
here  and  there  a branch  ; nor  can  fo  general 
an  evil,  as  we  have  fpoken  of,  be  reformed 
by  fo  partial,  fo  precarious  a remedy,  as, 
from  the  nature  of  things,  it  is  in  the  power 
of  the  bell  difpofed,  as  matters  are  now  con- 
ftituted  amongft  us,  to  adminifter. 

The  ax  mujl  be  laid  to  the  root — this  is  the 
divine  wifdom.  The  truth  is,  that  the  evil 
above  mentioned,  as  all  others,  arifes  from 
the  negledt  and  contempt  of  the  divine  law, 
and  the  fubftitution  of  human  * laws  in  its 
Head.  The  wifdom  and  goodnefs  of  God, 
which  He  has  Ihewn  in  the  provision  gra- 
ciouily  made  for  the  protection  and  defence 
of  the  weaker  fex,  from  the  villainy,  trea- 
chery, and  cruelty  of  the  jlronger , are  difre- 
garded.  God’s  laws  are  laid  alide,  for  that 
iyftem  of  bafenefs  and  barbarity,  which  per- 

* This  practice  exactly  harmonizes  with  the  princi- 
ples of  Lord  Balingbroke , who  concludes  a very  horrid 
fentiment  on  the  commerce  of  men  and  women,  with 
thefe  words  : — <c  Increafe  and  multiply  is  the  law  of  na- 
•c  ture.  The  manner  in  which  this  {hall  be  executed, 
cc  with  the  greateffc  advantage  to  fociety,  is  the  law  of 
*c  man.”  Here  this  matter  is  left  wholly  to  political 
confiderations  and  human  laws3  without  any  divine  lavj 
to  retrain  or  regulate  it. 
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mits  men,  with  impunity,  firft  to  feduce>  and 
then  to  betray,  to  infamy,  want,  mifery, 
difeafe,  and  even  death  itfelf  in  many  in- 
ftances,  thoufands  and  tens  of  thoufands  of 
unhappy  women,  who  (were  the  laws  of 
Heaven  regarded,  as  they  ought  to  be, 
and  made  the  foundation  of  our  municipal 
laws)  inftead  of  becoming  nuifances,  and 
reduced  to  the  ftate  of  Devils  * incarnate, 
might  have  been  the  comforts  of  their  fami- 
lies, the  delight  of  their  friends,  the  orna- 
ments of  civil  fociety. 

As  to  what  {Hall  be  advanced  on  thefe, 
and  on  the  other  fubjedts  of  the  following 
difcourf^,  the  author  is  not  wild  enough  to 
imagine  that,  what  he  has  to  fay,  will  meet 
with  any  better  reception  than  that  book  does 
from  whence  he  takes  his  authority;  or  that 
any  perfon  who  does  not  regard  the  Bible  fo 
far  as  to  pay  an  implicit  regard  to  its  facred 


* This  expreflion  will  not  be  thought  too  flrong, 
when  the  appendages,  and  concomitant-vices  o iproftitu- 
tion  are  confidered  ; fuch  as  profane  curfing  and  f wearing 
— blafphemy — cbfcene  talking — drunkennefs — lying — thiev- 
irtg — and  even  the  unnatural  crime  mentioned  Rom.  i. 
26.  This  is  {o  frequent,  as  eyen  to  have  become  com- 
mon, When  fuch  are  the  gradual  confequences  of  era- 
dicating every  principle  of  modejly  and  virtue  from  the 
female  mind,  how  ought  that  law  to  be  reverenced,  which 
was  ordained  of  Heaven  for  their  protection  ! Montef- 
quicu , L’efprit  des  Loix,  vol.  i.  Liv.  16.  c.  12.  ob- 
ferves,  that  cc  there  are  fo  many  evils  attending  the  lofs 
of  virtue  in  a woman,  the  whole  foul  is  fo  degraded 
c<  by  it,  and  fo  many  other  faults  follow  upon  it,  that, 
in  a popular  ftate,  public  incontinence  may  be  regarded 
? c as  the  greatefl  of  misfortunes. ” 

dictates. 
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dictates,  will  be  in  the  lead  perfuaded  by  what 
will  be  offered : much  lefs  that  there  will 
be  any  alteration  in  our  national  fyftem  of 
laws,  ’till,  as  a nation,  we  practically  adopt, 
as  we  certainly  profefs  to  believe,  and  as  it  is 
evidently  true , that  God  is  to  make  laws  for 
man, and  notmanforGoD  ; or, in  otherwords, 
that  the  world  is  to  conform  to  the  Bible, 
and  not  the  Bible  to  the  ’world. 

It  is  now  long  fince  Chrift  charged  the 
JewiJh  Rabbies  with  making  void  the  law 
of  God  through  their  traditions,  and  teaching 
for  dodlrines  the  commandments  of  men,  here~ 
-by  proving  themfelves  the  children  and 
followers  of  thofe  of  whom  he  complains 
If.  xxix.  13.  T his  people  draw  near  me  with 
their  mouth,  and  with  their  lips  do  honour 
me,  but  have  removed  their  heart  far  from 
me,  and  their  fear  towards  me  is  taught  by 
the  precept  of  men . Human  nature  is  * juft 
the  fame  now  that  it  was  then , and  the 
fame  leaven  has  run  through  human  fyjlems , 
more  or  lefs,  to  this  hour. 

Our  laws  concerning  marriage,  efpecial- 
I y lince  the  famous  marriage-aid,  are  full 

* cc  Auguft  t,  1543,  the  Parifian  divines  aflem- 
<c  bling  the  people  by  the  found  of  a trumpet,  publifhed 
“ five-and-twenty  heads  of  Chriftian  dottrine , propofing 
<c  the  bare  conclufions,  and  determinations,  without  add- 
<c  ing  reafons,  perfuafions,  or  grounds,  but  only  pre- 
cc  fcribing,  as  it  were  by  authority,  what  they  would 
“ have  believed.  Thefe  were  printed,  and  fent  through 
<c  all  France , confirmed  by  the  King's  letters,  under  molt 
<c  grievous  punifhments  againft  whomfoever  fpake  or 
“ taught  otherwise.”  Brent.  Hift,  Coun,  Trent.  105. 

of 
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of  this,  and  hence  in  part  arifes  the  mil- 
chief  complained  of.  By  fubftituting  a 
human  ceremony  of  man  s invention , in  the 
place  of  the  only  ordinance  of  marriage 
which  God  ever  indituted  or  revealed,  we 
have  reduced  the  mod;  folemn  of  all  ties 
to  a fort  of  civil  injlitution , the  mod  facred 
of  all  obligations  to  a mere  civil  contraSl ; 
and  where  the  latter  can  be  avoided,  the 
former  is  as  totally  vacated,  as  if  it  had  never 
been. 

By  God’s  exprefs  command  from  Mount 
Sinai,  where  the  laws  concerning  moral  good 
and  evil,  were  eternally  and  unalterably  fixed, 
no  man  could  take  a virgin  and  then  aban- 
don her.  He  fhall  purely  endow  her  to  be  his 
wife.  Exod.  xxii.  16.  And  again,  Deut.  xxii. 
29.  She  fall  be  his  wife > because  he  has 
Humbled  her,  he  may  not  put  her  away  all 
his  day  So 

Will  any  fay — “ thefe  laws  are  * anti- 
quated ?”  I anfwer,  “ they  are  as  unchange- 
able as  the  God  that  made  them.”  His  law 
is  His  will , and  therefore  can  no  more  change 
than  Himfelf.  Hhe ftrength  of  Israel  is  not 
(i  man  that  He  Jhonld  repent  DH3  change  his 
wind,  opinion , or  purpofe . 1 Sam.  xv.  29.  I 
am  Jehovah,  I change  not , is  the  character 

* We  read  in  the  memoirs  of  the  great  Scriblerust 
that  one  of  the  philofophical  works  of  that  profound,  genius 
was  in  titled,  “ A complete  digeft  of  the  laws  of  Na - 
<c  ture,  with  a review  of  thofe  that  are  obfolete  or  re- 
<c  pealed , and  of  thofe  that  are  ready  to  be  renewed  and 
f*  put  in  force*  \ 

which 
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which  he  records  of  himfelf,  Mai.  iii.  165 
and  to  fnew  that  he  hath  ftamped  the  fame 
unchange ablenefs  upon  his  laws , he  fays,  Deut. 
iv.  2.  Te  jhail  not  add  unto  the  word  which 
I command  you , neither  J, hall  ye  diminish 
ought  from  it,  that  ye  may  keep  the  command- 
ments of  the  Lord  your  God,  And  again, 
Deut.  xii.  32.  What  thing  foever  I command 
you,  obferve  to  do  it,  thou  fhalt  not  add  thereto 
nor  diminish  from  it . 

Now,  I do  take  it  for  granted,  that  He, 
who,  fpeaking  to  the  people  of  Ifrael,  calls 
himfelf  the  Lord  your  God,  is  alfo  the 
Lord  our  God.  Is  he  the  God  of  the  Jews 
only  ? Is  he  not  alfo  of  the  Gentiles  ? Tes — of 
the  Gentiles  alfo . Rom.  iii.  29.  For  which 
very  evident  reafon,  I do  conclude,  that  both 
"Jews  and  Gentiles  are  equally  fubjedt  to  thofe 
laws  which  the  Lord  their  God  once  re- 
vealed and  eftablilhed  for  the  moral  govern- 
ment of  the  world : and  therefore  (as  we 
may  learn  from  the  teftimony  of  the  Apojile 
of  the  Gentiles  under  the  New  Tell  ament, 
Gal.  iii.  10.  as  well  as  from  Mofes  under  the 
Old  Teftament,  Deut.  xxvii.  26.)  Curfed  is 
every  one , that  continueth  not  in  all  things 
which  are  written  in  the  Book  of  the  Law, 
to  do  them . 

Thefe  laws  therefore  hand  on  the  fame 
footing  with  what  we  ufually  call  the  Hen 
Commandments — and  are  no  more  fubjedt  to 
decay  or  alteration  than  they  are.  I fay  they 
ftand  on  the  fame  footing,  becaufe  they  were 
equally  delivered  by  God  to  Mofes , on  the 

fame 
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fame  divine  veracity , the  fame  awful,  and  in- 
difputable  authority , and  are  guarded  by  the 
fame  tremendous  fanBion . 

That  the  merely  ceremonial  laws  are  waxed 
old,  and  vanijhed  away,  Heb.  viii.  13.  is  cer- 
tain, becaufe  they  were  only  eftablifhed  for 
the  time  then  prefent , Heb.  ix.  9.  to  point 
out,  and  prefigure  things  to  come . They  had 
their  end  and  accomplifhment  in  Christ, 
and  of  courfe  their  utter  abolition.  This, 
fo  far  from  arguing  any  change  of  mind  or 
will  in  God,  is  one  of  the  higheft  and  moft 
Illuftrious  proofs  of  the  uniformity,  and  con- 
fiftency,  with  which  he  has  laid  down,  car- 
ried on,  and  perfedted  the  fame  one  defign 
from  the  beginning. 

But  the  moral  laws  which  refpedt  the  well- 
being of  fociety,  the  prevention  of  diforder, 
confulion,  and  all  other  appendages  of  moral 
evil,  mult  endure,  as  long  as  the  objects  to 
which  they  relate  endure  on  the  face  of  the 
earth.  When  St.  Paul,  Gal.  iii.  jo.  and 
Rom.  x.  5.  cites  the  fandtions  of  the  moral 
law  from  the  Old  Teftament,  he  fihews  very 
clearly,  that  it  flill  remains  as  an  invariable 
rule  of  conduct,  from  which  all  the  people 
of  God,  whether  "Jews  or  Gentiles , are  equally 
forbidden  to  depart. 

Can  any  perfon  therefore,  in  his  fober  fen- 
fes,  imagine  that  it  was  unlawful  in  the  light 
of  God  (becaufe  exprefsly  by  a pojitive  law 
forbidden)  three  thoufand  years  ago,  to  take  a 
virgin  and  then  abandon  her,  but  that  now 
it  is  lawful  ? or,  becaufe  there  is  no  law  of 

this 
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this  land  againft  it,  it  is  therefore  lefs  of- 
feniive  in  the  eyes  of  God,  than  at  the  in- 
ftant  He  forbad  it?  or  that  God’s  law  is 
only  binding  on  the  confciences  of  men, 
where  it  has  the  fandtion  of  human  * invi- 
tations to  inforce  it  ? If  it  be  time  which 
wears  out  the  malignity  of  fuch  an  evil,  or 
the  obligation  of  the  divine  law  againft  it, 
we  may  as  well  imagine  that  other  crimes 
hand  in  the  fame  predicament,  and  the  moft 
atrocious  violations  of  the  fecurity  and  hap- 
pinefs  of  mankind,  will  have  a prefcriptive 
innocence  to  plead  in  their  excufe. 

That  all  fuch  reafonings  are  not  only  with- 
out: foundation,  but  diredtly  oppofite  to  the 
divine  truth , we  learn  from  that  truth  itfelf 
which  hath  affured  us,  that  “ it  is  eajier  for 
heaven  and  earth  to  pafsy  than  one  tittle  of  the 
law  to  fail.”  And  that  we  may  be  affured 
He  ftamped  the  moft  permanent  authority 
on  that  law,  and  particularly  on  that  part  of 
the  law  of  which  we  have  now  been  fpeak- 
ing.  He  adds,  in  the  very  next  words — • 
“ IV h of o ever  putteth  away  his  wife , and  marri- 
eth  another , committeth  adultery  ; and  whofoever 
marrieth  her  that  is  put  away  from  her  hufband> 
committeth  adultery This  is  no  new  law 
enadted  by  our  bleffed  Saviour  on  the  fubjedt, 

* We  may  fay  of  human  laws,  ceremonies,  and  in- 
ftitutions,  which  interfere  with  the  obligation  of  God’s 
ordinances  or  commandments,  as  Henry  II.  King  of 
France  faid  of  the  papal  difpenfations,  that — 44  they  are 
44  not  able  to  fecure  the  confcience,  and  are  nothing 
c"  but  a Ihadow  call  before  the  eyes  of  men,  which  can- 
c*  not  hide  the  truth  from  God/’ 
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but  an  application  and  explanation  of  that 
very  law  which  he  had,  immediately  before, 
faid, — “ could  never  fail,”  and  which  was 
given  to  Mo/es  at  mount  Sinai.  See  Luke 
xvi.  1 7,  18. 

When  our  Lord  in  his  fermon  on  the. 
mount,  as  recorded  by  St.  Matthew , is  about 
to  explain  the  moral  law,  and  vindicate  it 
from  the  falfe  glofles  which  the  Scribes  and 
Pharifees  had  put  upon  it,  he  prefaces  his  ex- 
planation with  thefe  remarkable  words — 
“ Verily  I fay  unto  you , ’ till  heaven  and  earth 
pafsy  one  jot  or  one  tittle  (one,  even  the  mod 
feemingly  inconiiderable  part  of  a Angle  let- 
ter) fhall  in  no  wife  pafs  from  the  law , till  all  be 
fulfilled V aoc  civ  ttxvtcl  ysvyrcu.  Until  all  things 
be  done . Which,  with  the  learned  Dr.  Ham- 
mond on  Matth.  v.  18,  I would  thus  para- 
phrafe  : “ 'Till  the  world  be  deftroyed,  and 
“ all  things  come  to  an  end,  no  one  lead 
“ particle  fhall  depart  from  the  law,  or 
“ be  taken  away,  or  lofe  its  force  and  ob- 
iC  ligation.”  “ Whofoever,  therefore,  faith 
Chrift,  ver.  19,  fhall  break  one  of  thefe  leaf 
commandments , and  fhall  teach  men  fo,  he  fhall 
be  called  the  leaf  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven  but 
whofoever  fhall  do,  and  teach  them , the  fame 
fall  be  called  great  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven.” 
After  fuch  a teftimony  as  this  to  the  * immu - 

* The  Pfalmift  faith,  Pf.  cxix.  89. 

o’Dita  ow  -pm  mrr  □iny!? 

in  the  heavens  is  fettled  thy  word  O Jehovah!  For  ever 

I muft  therefore  declare  it,  not  only  as  my  opinion,  but 
as  a fixed  article  of  my  faith,  that  a fingle  atom  of  the 
moral  law  can  never  be  changed— nor  will  God  alter  the 
thing  that  is  gone  out  of  his  lips.  Pf.  lxxxix.  34. 
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lability  of  the  divine  law,  it  would  hardly 
be  decent  in  me  to  attempt  an  addition  to 
its  force,  by  any  further  arguments. 

I will  therefore  now  proceed  to  examine 
the  fubjedts  propofed,  which  I final  1 do  ftng- 
ly  on  the  authority  of  God’s  word;  and 
this,  not  by  detaching  one  text  here  and 
there  from  the  reft  of  the  facred  fcriptures ; 
but  by  examining  carefully  the  whole  through- 
out, comparing  fpiritual  things  with  fpiritual> 

I Cor.  ii.  13.  and  thus  allowing  the  word  of 
God  to  be,  what  God  doubtlefs  intended  it 
ihould  be,  the  befi  comment  upon  itfelf . 

Nor  fhall  I venture  to  reft  any  one  point 
on  the  authority  of  even  the  belt  * trans- 
lations, but  conftantly  have  recourfe  to  the 
original  fcriptures9  being  defirous  to  follow 
that  fenfible  maxim,  that  “ nothing  fhould 
“ be  received  in  proof,  but  on  the  beft  tef- 
“ timony  which  the  nature  of  the  thing  will 
“ admit  of.”  If,  in  matters  of  civil  pro- 
perty, <c  a copy  will  not  be  admitted  in 
“ evidence,  where  the  original  can  be  come 
“ at,”  how  much  doth  it  behove  us,  in  mat- 
ters of  eternal  concern , to  have  the  beft  evi- 
dence for  our  determinations  ? Satins  eft  pe- 
ter e fontes  quam  feSlari  rivulos . 

I have  endeavoured  to  clear  my  imagination 
of  all  worldly  fyftems,  and  human  inventions 

* Whofocver  reads  the  ftrictures  on , or  rather  again/}  9 
the  facred  fcriptures,  of  that  ignorant  and  malicious  re- 
viler  of  them,  M.  de  Voltaire , may  fee  how  he  has  been 
led  into  his  miftake9  by  fome  of  the  Latin  and  French 
tranflations. 

what- 
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whatfoever,  whether  Popijh  or  Protejlant,  and 
to  allow  no  authority  more  modern  than  the! 
facred  fcripture,  lefs  weighty  than  infpira- 
tion  itfelf,  to  amount  to  a proof  of  what  is 
true  or  falfe . As  for  the  writings  of  primi- 

tive * fathers,  Chrijiians,  &c.  the  whole  rab- 
ble of fchoolmen , together  with  the  decrees 
of  councils,  churches,  fynods,  &c.  a man,  who 
wifhes  to  know  the  truth,  fhould  no  more 
receive  a matter  of  dottrine  on  their  autho- 
rity, than  he  fhould  a matter  of  fadl  on  the 
teftimony  of  a Popijh  legend.  Nay,  I will 

* 4 * 

* Thefe  were  but  fallible  men , like  ourfelves,  at  bed; 
and  if  we  conftder  the  ftrange  opinions  which  are  to  be 
found  in  their  writings,  we  muft  acknowledge  them  to 
be  very  faulty.  Though  they. have  been  fo  mutilated, 
changed,  interpolated,  and  corrupted,  by  the  various 
feffs  who  have  wanted  their  teftimony  to  fpeak  for  them, 
that  it  is  difficult  to  know  what  is  genuine , and  what  is 
not.  I remember  to  have  met  with  the  following  dif- 
mal,  though  fhort  account,  of  the  writings  of  th z fa- 
thers,— 4C  Scatent  erroribus  turn  veterum  turn  recenti- 
46  orum  hareticorum .”  “ They  abound  with  the  errors, 
<c  as  well  of  the  old,  as  of  the  more  modern  heretics 
Burnet  obferves,  that  44  there  was  a great  mixture 
44  of  fophificated  fuff,  that  went  under  the  antient 
44  names , and  was  joined  to  their  true  works , which 
44  critics  have  fince  difcovered  to  be  fpurious.”  Hift. 
Ref.  p.  30.  2d  edit.  vol.  i.  The  apofle , Tit.  i.  14. 
warns  us  again  ft  fewijh  fables ; we  fhould  be  equally 
careful  of  giving  heed  to  thofe  which  feem  to  bear  a Chrif- 
tian  ftamp. 

We  might  as  well  recommend  a young  man  to  the  ftudy 
of  fo  many  volumes  of  news-papers  to  make  him  an  accu- 
rate hifloriographer,  as  to  the  ftudy  of  th e fathers  to  make 
him  a found  divine . > How  far  they  may  make  him  a rot- 
ten one,  may  be  feen  in  the  Life  of  Dr,  Clarke , by  IF. 
Whifon,  p.  143,  1 5 1,  155. 
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go  farther  and  fay,  that  the  * dying  words, 
and  unfhaken  conftancy  of  faints , martyrs , 
and  confejfors , ought  to  prove  no  more  than 
that  “ they  themfelves  believed  what  they 
“ fa  id,”  unlefs  the  holy  fcriptures  bear  tefti- 
mony  to  their  opinions. 

However  clear  the  Jpring  is,  yet,  when 
it  divides  itfelf,  flowing  from  the  fountain- 
head into  different  channels,  it  will  naturally 
prefen t to  the  eye  the  colour , and  to  the 
palate  the  tajle,  of  the  different  foils  through 
which  it  may  happen  to  take  its  courfe.  I 
have  therefore  found  little  encouragement 
to  reft  any  thing  on  the  authority  of  commen- 
tators*, who,  being  prejudiced  by  education, 
influenced  by  cuftom,  and  milled  by  others 
that  have  gone  before  them — inftead  of  think- 
ing as  the  Bible  /peaks , too  frequently  make 
the  Bible  fpeak  as  they  think . The  conclufion 
of  the  matter  therefore  ought  to  be — To  the 
law  a?id  to  the  testimony  ! If.  via.  20. 


* Much  has  been  built  on  the  conftancy  with  which  the 
martyrs  fuffered — but  when  we  find  people  dying  with 
equal  conftancy  for  oppofite  opinions,  nothing  is  con- 
clufively  proved  on  either  fide,  but  that  each  believed  his 
own  tenets. — See  Burnet’s  Hift.  Ref.  vol.  ii.  p.  112.  qd 
edit,  the  cafe  of  Joan  of  Kent , and  of  George  Van  Pare\  a 
Dutchman . 

It  is  a dangerous  thing  to  build  our  faith  on  equivocal 
teftimony,  inltead  of  the  one  infallible  evidence  of 
God’s  written  word — which  can  neither  lye  nor  de- 
ceive\  and  againft  which  there  can  lie  no  appeal,  to  any 
other  writings  in  the  world,  nor  to  any  other  tejlimony  of 
any  kind  whatfoever. 


VOL.  I. 


c 


CHAP. 


[ x8  ] 


CHAP.  r. 

Of  Marriage  as  a Divine  Injlitution . 

WHEN  the  great  and  all-wife  Creator 
had  formed  man  upon  the  earth,  male 
and  female.  He  blefd  them,  and faid  unto  them. 
Be  fruitful  and  multiply,  and  replenif  the  earth. 
Gen.  i.  28.  This  command  was  to  be  ful- 
filled  in  a way  of  God’s  own  appointment; 
that  is  to  fay,  by  the  union  of  the  man  and 
woman  in  perfonal  knowledge  of  each  other . 
This  is  the  only  -f-  marriage-ordinance  which 
we  find  revealed  in  the  facred  fcriptures. 
Whenever  this  union  fliould  come  to  pafs, 
though  two  diftind  and  independent  perfons 
before,  they  now  were  to  become  as  one. 

\ They  fall  be  one  * fief,  Gen.  ii.  24.  and  fo 

4 By  this  expreflion,  I would  be  underffood  to  mean, 
that  by  which  the  parties  become  one fiejl)  in  God’s  fight, 
fo  as  not  to  be  put  afunder.  See  Matth.  xix.  5,  6. 

* IIIK  — as  one  flejh  — us  crap'/,*  [xiav,  Gr.  T eft. 

The  Hebrew  ^ prefixed,  hath  often  this  fenfe.  See  Jofh. 
vii.  5.  Lam.  i.  17.  So  the  Greek  prepofition  which 
anfwers  to  it.  Compare  2 Sam.  vii.  14.  with  Heb.  i.  5. 
where  the  pb  and  of  the  Old  Teftament,  are  ren- 
dered by  Tet \ipa  and  \t$  viov  in  the  New  Teftament; 

and  clearly  evince  the  names  of  Father  and  Son  to  be 
ceconomical  names  of  office  in  the  covenant  of  redemption, 
not  defcriptive  of  an  inferiority  and  fubordination  in  the 
perfons  of  the  Godhead.  Compare  Luke  i.  35. 

Alfo  rm  with  *?,  and  a noun  following,  denotes 
fome  change  of  condition,  flate,  or  quality,  and  fignities 
— to  become . Gen.  ii.  7.  24.  xvii.  4.  Exod.  iv.  4.  Sc  al. 

fretl  indilfolubly 
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indilfolubly  one , as  to  be  infeparable.  What 
God  hath  joined  together , let  not  man  put  aj un- 
der. Matt.  xix.  6. 

That  this  onenefs  arofe  from  this  a£l  of 
union , and  from  the  command  confequent 
upon  it,  that  they  Jhould  be  one  jiejhy  is  evi- 
dent from  the  Apojtle  s reafoning,  j Cor.  vi. 
15,  16.  Know  ye  not  that  your  bodies  are  the 
members  of  Christ  ? Shall  I then  take  the 
members  of  Christ,  and  make  them  the  mem- 
bers oj  an  * harlot  ? God forbid ! Whaty  know 
ye  not  that  he  that  is  joined  to  an  harlot  is 
one  body  ? for  two , faith  he,  fall  be  one 

FLESH. 

This  queftion  of  the  Apoftle’s — * Know  ye 
not  that  he  that  is  joined  to  an  harlot  is  one 
body  l and  what  follows,  being  taken  to- 
gether, have  a plain  reference  to  what  Adam 
laid,  Gen.  ii.  24.  and  feems  very  fully  to 
determine,  not  only  the  ftridtnefs  of  the 
marriage-union , but  that  which  conftitutes 
it  in  the  fight  of  God.  In  all  which  there 
is  not  the  lead:  hint,  or  moll  diftant  allufion, 
to  any  outward  rite  or  ceremony  adminis- 
tered by  any  perfon  whatfoever ; but  the 
whole  is  made  to  reft  fimply  and  only  in  the 

Top/u,  fiom  n Ttpvtip/.ty  or  onpvctcj^  to  Jell.  A whorey 
a woman  who  proftitutes  her  body  for  gain.  So  the 
Latin  meretnx  is  from  mereor , to  earn , get  money  : and 
our EngliJJ)  word  whorey  from  the  German  hurcn  (Dutch 
-jueren)  to  hire.  Thus  Ovid.  lib.  i.  eleg.  10. 

Stat  merctrix  ccrto  cuivis  mercabilis  aere, 

Lt  miferas  j uilo  corpore  queer  it  opes . 

See  ParkhurJT s Gr.  Lex. 

C 2 perfon  a l 
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perfonal  •f  union  of  the  man  and  woman.  It 
is  this  alone  which,  according  to  the  Apojile , 
makes  them  one  flejh . 

If 

f It  may  be  prefumed,  that  in  what  Adam  faid,  Gen. 
ii.  23.  he  had  an  immediate  reference  to  her  formation 
out  of  a part  of  himfelf ; but  that  there  was  alfo  an  al- 
lufion  to  the  perfonal  union  of  the  male  and  female , in 
what  he  fays,  ver.  24.  is  clearly  proved  by  the  Apoftle' s 
argument,  1 Cor.  vi.  16  ; otherwife  his  citing  this  paf^ 
fage  of  Gen.  ii.  24.  would  have  been  nothing  to  the  pur- 
pofe  to  fhew  that  this  makes  them  one  flejh.  The  He- 
brew \HlMO  pm  is  rendered  by  the  LXX,  IIPOSKOAt 
AH0H2ETAI,  orpoo  thv  yvvctttcA  dv\\s,  in  Matt.  xix.  5. 
IIPO2KOAAH0H2ETAI  tv  yvv&nti  dv]u.  Let  the  reader 
compare  all  this  with  the  Apojile’ s 0 KOAAD'MENOS 
w'opin),  and  it  will  be  very  eafy  to  fee  that  the  fame  idea 
runs'  through  the  whole ; which  is,  that  thofe  who  are  thus 
joined , are  one  body , and  pronounced  by  God— one  flejh. 
This  will  appear  llill  the  more  evidently,  if  we  confider 
our  Lord’s  expreffion,  as  reprefented  by  the  Evangelijl , 
Matt.  xix.  6.  where  he  ufes  the  word  STNEZET^EN, 
hath  'joined , or  yoked  together , as  the  ejfett  of  the  caufe  ex- 
preffed  by  IIpo™©AMi0iSre7*/.  All  this  will  appear  itill 
more  evidently,  if,  with  the  accurate  Ar.  Mont . we 
tranflate  VUMO  pH 1%  fc?  adharebit  in  uxore  sua. 

A very  candid  critic  on  Thelyphthora , alks,  44  how  the 
«c  above  idea  (of  is  reconcileable  with  the 

context,  in  which  the  fame  word  is  applied  to  the  Lord 

KQ  x,ok\co[jlzvo{  r co  Mpiv,  He  that  is  joined  to  the 

Lord”  &c.  ? It  is  a pleafure  to  me  to  give  a candid  quef- 

tion  as  candid  an  anfwer.  , . 

The  idea  contended  for,  where  KoKhcopwos  is  made  ule 
of  as  denoting  the  union  of  a man  with  an  harlot, .cannot 
be  the  famewith  thatwhere  itdenotes  the  union  of  the  be- 
liever in  one  fpirit  with  the  Lord : the  one  is  evidently  a car- 
Widea,  the  other  as  evidently fpiritual \ yotxfomaru age- 
union  is  emblematical  of  th 0 fpiritual  union  between 
Christ  and  the  believer,  as  to  the  ftridtnefs  and  mdillolu- 
bility  of  the  union  itfelf,  and  manyjother  particulars,  which 
the  reader  may  find,  Eph.  v.  22—33.  where  (v.  31.)  thc 
Aboflle  quotes  Gen.  ii.  24.  and  exprefsly  aflimilates  1 
to  the  union  of  Christ  with  the  church , v.  32.  I hus 


are 
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If  the  licentious  and  temporary  union  with 
an  harlot , makes  a man  to  become  one  bodyy 
and  one  fleflj  with  her,  we  may  fuppofe  that 
the  lin  of  fornication  receives  no  fmall  fhare 
of  its  malignity,  from  the  ab ufe  thereby 
committed  of  the  ordinance  of  marriage  as 
eflablifhed  by  God  : as  entering  into  it  with- 
out any  intention  of  abiding  by  it,  but  merely 
to  gratify  a tranfient  luft,  and  that  with  a 
woman  who  departs  from  one  to  another,  as 
gain  or  evil  defire  may  lead  her.  Neverthe- 
lefs  the  Apojile , on  the  authority  of  Gen* 
ii.  24.  fays,  that  he  that  is  joined  to  an 
harlot , is  one  body , and  one  flejh  with  her,  by 
being  engaged  in  that  ordmance9  of  which 
thefe  things  are  declared,  in  the  paffage  re- 
ferred to,  to  be  the  inevitable  confequences. 

From  what  has  been  faid,  it  appears,  that 
marriage , as  inftituted  of  God,  fimply  con- 
hfts  (as  to  the  effence  of  it)  in  the  union  of 
the  man  and  woman  as  one  body ; for  which 

are  earthly  things  made  ufe  of  to  teach  us  heavenly  truths  ; 
and  indeed  in  this  dark  and  imperfedt  ftate  of  mortality. \ 
this  is  the  only  way  by  which  we  can  become  acquainted 
with  them  ; they  are  therefore  made  ufe  of  for  this  ora- 
cious  purpofe,  throughout  the  whole  Bible . 

1 h zflpoftle  is  ihewing,  in  this  place  of  1 Cor.  vi.  the 
horrid  inconfiftency  of  believers , who,  in  a fpiritual  fenfe, 
are  joined  to  the  Lord , (compare  John  xv.  5.)  and  be- 
come one  fpirit  with  him,  (fo  that  their  very  bodies  are 
temples  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  ver.  19.)  taking  thofe  bodies  from 
ttefantlified  ufe  (fee  1 Thelf.  iv.  4,  5.)  to  which  they 
ought  to  be  dedicated,  and  joining  them  in  carnal  com- 
merce with  an  harlot 9 by  which  they  become  one  body , and 
of  courfe  one  flejh,  with  her.— This  is  not  glorifying 
<0  od  in  their  bodies , and  in  their  fpirit , ver.  20.  but 

2 profanation  and  defilement  of  both . 

C 3 plain 
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plain  and  evident  reafon,  no  outward  forms 
or  ceremonies  of  man’s  invention,  can  add  to 
or  diminifh  from  the  effects  of  this  union  in 
the  fight  of  God.  What  ends  thefe  things 
may  ferve,  as  to  civil  purpofes,  I fhall  not 
difpute  : but  I cannot  fuppofe  that  the  * ma- 
trimonial- 


* Our  marriage-ceremony,  or  form  of  folemnization 
of  ?natrlmony , was  fettled  by  Archhijhop  Cranmer , and 
twelve  others,  in  the  reign  of  Ed.  VI.  u e,  about  232 
years  ago,  or  1548  years  after  the  canon  of  fcripture  was 
clofed,  and  is  certainly  the  method  by  which  the  civil 
contract  is  eftablifhed  among  us,  provided  it  be  admmit- 
tered  agreeably  to  a fubfequent  a£l  of  parliament  [ 26  G.II. 
c.  33.)  ; but  how  far  muflf  the  mind  be  gone  in  iu« 
perftition  and  prejudice,  to  fuppofe,  that  a human  cere- 
mony can  controul  or  alter  the  fixed  and  determinate 
laws  of  Heaven , or  have  the  leaf!  influence  on  what  does 
or  does  not  make  the  parties  one flejh  in  God’s  light ! Grot, 
de  Jur.  lib.  ii.  c.  5.  § 8.  faith — Conjugium  naturaliter 
efle  exiftimamus  talem  cohabitationem  maris  cum  femi- 
na,  quae  feminam  conflituat  quaft  fub  oculis  Sc  cuftodia 
maris.  Nam  tale  confortiura  & in  mutis  animantibus 
quibufdam  videre  eft.  In  homine  vero,  qua  anitnans  eft 
utens  ratione,  ad  hoc  acceflit  fides,  qua  fe  femina  mari 
obftringit.  Nec  aliud,  ut  conjugium  fubfiftat,  natura 
videtur  requirere. 

We  account  marriage  to  be  naturally  fuch  a cohabi- 
tation of  the  male  with  the  fejnale , as  may  place  the  fe- 
male, as  it  were,  under  the  eye  and  cuftody  ot  the  male  ; 
for  fuch  a fellowfhip  [or  intercourfej  is  to  be  leen 
among  certain  brute  animals.  But  as  to  man,  as  he  is 
an  animal  having  the  ufe  of  reafon,  to  this  (natural 
conjunction)  has  acceded  a folemn  contract,  by  which 
the  female  binds  herfelf  to  the  male.  Nor  does  nature 
feem  to  require  any  thing  elfe  for  the  fubiiftcnce  ot 
marriage. 

Gronovius  notes  on  part  of  the  above  paflage,  as  fol- 
lows, viz. 

Cuftodia  maris.]  Videtur  addendum,  procreationis,  5c 
rnutui  auxilii  caufa. 

The 
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irimonial-fe rvice  in  our  church,  or  any  other, 
can  make  the  parties  more  one  JJeJh  in  the 
fight  of  God,  fuppofing  them  to  have  been 
united \ than  the  burial-fo rvice  can  make  the 
corpfe  over  which  it  is  red  more  dead  than 
it  was  before. 

Suppofing  they  have  not  been  united , they 
are  not  oneflejh  in  the  fight  of  God,  by  any 
virtue  in  the  words  of  the  fervice,  any  more 
than  a piece  of  wafer  becomes  jlefh  and  blood 
by  a Popifh  prieft's  confecration.  It  is  not 
many  but  God,  which  makes  the  twain  one 
Jlefh  \ neither  is  it  mans  ordinance , but  God's 
injlitutiony  which  brings  that  to  pafs.  If  this 
be  not  fo,  why,  notwithftanding  the  words 
of  the  fervice,  does  incapacity,  inability,  or 
impotency,  in  either  party,  render  all  that 
has  been  done  null  and  void?  See  Burn, 
Eccl.  Law,  vol.  ii.  p.  39. 

By  obferving  the  outward  ordinance,  the 
intention  of  the  parties  is  publickly  recog- 
nized, and  they  are  pronounced  man  and  wife 
in  the  fight  of  the  world ; but  they  are  not 
fo  in  God's  fight,  unlefs  by  anticipation,  as 
it  were,  with  refpedt  to  the  mutual  promifes 
made  to  each  other,  which  the  facred  fcrip- 
tures  call  betrothing  or  efpoujing ; but  the 

1 

The  cuflody  of  the  male.]  It  feems  there  fhould  be 
added — for  the  fake  of  procreation,  and  of  mutual  help. 

Acceflit  fides.]  'Facite  fignificat  fidem  quam  dat  ma- 
ritus  uxori  non  efl'e  a natura,  fed  ab  inftituto. 

Acceded  a folemn  contra6F]  Here  is  tacitly  fignified, 
that  the  faith  which  the  hufband  pledges  to  the  wifey  is 
nqt  from  nature,  but  by  (pofitive)  inftitution. 

C 4 contract 
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contrail  is  then,  and  only  then,  complete  in 
the  fight  of  God,  when  the  only  ordinance 
which  He  has  appointed  has  palled  between 
them ; and  therefore  it  is  very  properly  ftyled 
— the  confummation . 

As  to  the  perfon  celebrating  the  marriage 
— the  place  where — the  manner  how;  it  is 
very  certain,  that  thefe  things  are  wholly  of 
human  invention,  and  therefore  not  only  va- 
rious in  different  parts  of  the  world,  but 
alfo  in  the  fame  country.  We  haveamongft 
us  Jews , Papifts,  Quakers  ; all  thefe  obferve 
an  outward  form  or  ceremony  different  from 
each  other.  As  for  the  church  of  England, 
we  have  differed  from  ourfelves ; for  the 
fame  ceremony  which  would  have  conflituted 
a legal  marriage  before  the  26th  of  the  late 
King  George  II.  will  not  do  it  now,  unlefs 
certain  circumflances,  introduced  and  infilled 
upon  by  a£l  of  parliament,  be  obferved. 

But  the  all-wife  Legijlator  of  the  univerfe 
hath  not  left  His  divine  inftitutions  on  fo 
vague,  fo  precarious,  fo  uncertain  a footing. 
But  fee , faid  He  to  Mofes , that  thou  make  all 
thmgs  according  to  the  pattern  Jhewn  thee  in  the 
mount . Heb.  viii.  5.  We  find  every  parti- 
cular, down  to  the  very  pins  in  the  taber- 
nacle, every  rite  and  ceremony , even  to  the 
minutefl  circumflance,  exactly  delineated  and 
revealed.  But  we  find  no  marriage-fervice, 
or  religious  ceremony  of  an  * outward  kind,  fo 

much 

* As  for  the  manner  of  celebrating  marriage,  Mofcs 
has  left  no  dire&ion  about  it.  We  do  not  find  it  ac- 
companied 
* 


C 25  ] 

much  as  mentioned.  The  bufinefs  of  mar- 
ria^ey  by  which  I underftand,  the  parties  ac- 
tually becoming  one  jiejh  in  God’s  fight,  was 
left  as  at  firfi:  ordained,  to  the  one  fimple  aSi 
of  union.  A conclufive  proof  this,  that  no-t 
thingelfe  is  of  divine  institution $ confequently, 
that  nothing  elfe  is  eflential  to  conftitute  a 
marriage  in  the  fight  of  God,  but  that  this  is* 

Should  the  Reader  retain  the  leaft  doubt  of 
the  truth  of  what  has  been  faid,  or  be  under 
any  difficulty  in  underftanding  what  is  meant 
by  thole  words — Ihey  fhall  be  one  flef , we 
may  refer  to  a very  clear  explanation  of  the 
matter,  not  only  by  reviewing  St.  Paul’s 
words,  i Cor.  vi.  15,  16.  but  alfo  by  confi- 
dering  more  minutely  what  is  meant  by  thole 
paffages  mentioned  before,  from  the  law  of 
Mofes ; but  as  the  texts  are  not  cited  at 
length,  1 will  here  fet  them  down  as  they 
Hand  in  the  places  referred  to. 

Exod.  xxii.  16,  17. 

If  a man  entice  a maid  that  is  not  betrothedy 
and  lie  with  her , he  fall  furely  endow  her  to  be 
his  wife . If  her  father  utterly  refufe  to  give 
her  unto  him , he  fall  pay  money  according  to  the 
dowry  of  virgins. 

By  this  paflage,  as  from  many  others  in 
the  lacred  fcriptures,  it  appears,  that  fathers, 
during  the  minority  of  their  daughters,  as  in 
every  other  inftance  (fee  Numb.  xxx.  3,4,5.) 
fo  in  the  bufinefs  of  contradting  marriage, 

companied  with  any  religious  ceremony,  fuch  as  going 
to  the  Tabernacle  or  Temple,  offering  facrifices,  or 
even  that  it  was  performed  by  or  before  a priejt.  See 
Ant.  Univ.  Hill.  vol.  iii.  p.  145, 

had 
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Jiad  a negative  in  their  own  power  : there- 
fore if  a woman  being  in  her  father s honfe  in  her 
youth , i.  e.  being  under  age,  as  we  term  it, 
betrothed  or  efpoufed  herfelf  to  a man,  the 
former  by  * verba  de  futuro , the  latter  by  ver- 
ba de  prcefentiy  as  the  civilians  fpeak  ; both 
which  were  held  fo  facred,  that  defiling  either 
a betrothed  or  efpoufed  woman  was  a lpecies 
of  adultery , and  to  be  punifhed  with  death  : 

■ — yet  if  the  father  withheld  his  confent, 
neither  the  betrothing  nor  efpoufals , nor  any 
contradf  arifing  from  them,  could  lawfully 
be  carried  into  execution.  But  in  the  paf- 
fage  before  us,  matters  were  gone  too  far  to 
be  recalled.  The  man  had  not  only  enticed 
the  maid , but  had  actually  lain  with  her ; and 
therefore  God  commands  that  he  fhall  surely 
endow  her  1*7  fibi  in  uxorem . Mont, 

for  his  wife . For  now  the  primary  inftitu- 
tion  took  place,  they  jhall  be  one  fiefh  ; and 
what  God  had  joined  together  (by  pronounc- 
ing them  one  flefi ) man  could  not  put  afunder. 
Therefore  the  17th  verfe  doth  not  fay — “ If 
the  father  utterly  refufe  to  give  her  unto  himy 
fpch  marriage  fhall  be  null  and  void y but — 

* Spoufals  de  futuro  are,  according  to  our  ecclell- 
aftical  law,  a mutual  promife,  or  covenant  of  marriage, 
to  be  had  afterwards  ; as  when  the  man  faith  to  the  wo- 
man— ■“  I will  take  thee  to  my  wife  j”  an^  fhc  then  an- 
fwereth,  “ I will  take  thee  to  my  hufband.” — Eipoufals 
de  prafenti  are  a mutual  promife  or  contract  ol  prefent 
matrimony  \ as  when  the  man  doth  fay  to  the  woman 
• “ I do  take  thee  to  my  wife,” — and  fhe  then  an- 

fvvereth — u I do  Like  thee  to  my  hufband. ” 2 Burn  16. 

if- - 
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if— or — * though  the  father  utterly  refafe  to 
five  her  unto  him , he  flail  pay  money  according  to 
*he  dowry  of  virgins . Which  is  but  expla- 
natory of  what  goes  before,  he  flail  surely 
endow  her  to  be  his  wife , by  paying  1HD  the 
dower , into  the  hands  of  the  father  after  becom- 
ing one  fiefl  with  her,  as  he  ought  to  have 
done,  and  was  ulually  done,  before- hand.  ‘IHD 
is  fuppofed  to  be  a dowry  or  portion  which  the 
hulband  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  bride,  or 
her  father,  as  a kind  of  purchafe  of  her  per- 
il) n.  This  is,  to  this  day,  the  practice  of 
leveral  -f*  eafiern  nations ; and  this  was  not 

to 

* So  CK  is  often  rendered,  as  in  Judg . xtii.  16.  Pf. 
xxvii.  3.  Ifa.  x.22.  Jer.  xv.  1.  Lam.  iii.  32.  & al.  freq.  ; 
and  fa *1  think  it  ought  to  be  underftood  here,  (however 
I may  differ  from  th e Talmudijls)  in  order  to  make  this* 
verfe  confident  with  the  preceding,  where  it  is  faid — 
na'inQ'S  “lilD  endowing  he  fhall  endow  her , &c.  as  well 
as  to  avoid  the  very  great  difficulty  of  fuppofing  that 
fuch  an  adtion  as  enticing  the  maid , lying  zuith  her , and 
then  leaving  her  on  the  father’s  refufal,  was  of  na 
higher  confequence  than  paying  a [mall  fum  of  money; 
for  the  f)DD5  or  filver  paid,  amounted  to  very  little,  and 
rather  feems  to  be  payable  as  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
contract,  than  any  thing  elfe.  See  Nold.  Heb.  Part. 
OK,  No.  13.  tranflated  by  qnamvis — although: — where 
the  reader  will  find  many  authorities. 

f See  Parkhurft’s  Heb.  Lex.  fub  voc.  •ra. 

'Tacitus  L.  de  M01*.  Germ,  mentions  fuch  a cuffom 
among  the  Gerfnans.  Dotem  non  uxor  marito,  fed 
uxori  maritus  oifert,  inter! unt  parentes  cl  propinqui,  ac 
munera  prohant : In  hose  munera  uxor  accipitur,  hoc 
maximum  vinculum,  ha*c  arcana  facra,  hoc  conjugates 
Deos  arbitrantur.  tc  The  wife  doth  not  bring  a dower 
tc  to  the  hufband,  but  the  hufband  to  the  wife  ; the  pa- 
*c  rents  and  relations  are  prefent,  and  approve  the  gifts. 
iC  On  thefe  gifts  the  wife  is  accepted  ; this  is  the  chiefeft 
bond  : thefe  are  facred  myftcries,  with  which  they 

“ think 
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to  be  withheld  becaufe  the  hufband  had  mar- 
ried the  woman  either  without  or  againjl  the 
father’s  confent.  In  fliort,  the  man  was  not 
to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong.  But, 
£DK  * whether  the  father  refufed  or  not,  the 
dowry  muft  be  paid  according  to  law,  and 
thus  the  contra#  be  publicly  ratified. 

Having  feen  what  was  to  be  done  where  a 
man  enticed  a maid,  and  took  a#ual  poilefiion 
of  her,  againjl  the  father’s  confent ; let  us 
next  fee  what  was  to  be  done  when  a man 
took  a maid,  without  even  the  father’s  know- 
ledge ; not  by  a feduCtion  or  enticement,  but 
on  a fudden  and  unexpected  interview,  by 
meeting  her  without  any  previous  intent. 

Deut.  xxii.  28,  29. 

If  a man  find  a damfiel  that  is  a virgin, 

which  is  not  betrothed , and  lay  hold  on  her 

and 

“ think  the  Gods  are  married.”  This  was  called  among 
the  Romans — co'emptio  nuptialis , and  was  reciprocal,  as 
well  on  the  woman’s  fide  as  on  the  man’s.  To  this 
Virg.  Georg.  I.  1.  31.  feems  to  allude: 

Teque  fibi  generum  Tethys  emat  omnibus  undis. 

* This  isalfoone  fenfeof  the  Hebrew  particle  ON  an — 
utrum — whether  or  not — of  which  Noldius  gives  many  ex- 
amples. SeeNold.  p.  65.  No.  2.  edit.  1734.  It  is  to  be 
remarked,  that  Noldius  has  not  mentioned  Exod.  xxii. 
17.  as  an  example  of  any  of  the  fenfes  here  given,  viz. 
either  as Ji—  quamvis  — or  utrum . 

f The  word  n'C'Dill  feems  here  to  be  rightly  rendered 
by  lay  hold  on  her — Prcndra  Fr. — take  her, — The  JewiJ). ? 
doctors  conftrue  this  into  that  fort  of  violence  and  con- 
flraint,  which  we  call  a rape.  But  this  is  fpoken  of  at 
ver.  25,  where  the  word  pin  is  ufed;  which  is  a much 
ilronger  exprdlion  than  to  take , or  lay  hold  on  ; and 

io  our  tranllators  have  (ver.  25-)  obferved,  in  their 
3 tranflating 
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€nd  lie  with  her,  and'  they  be  found  the  man 
that  lay  with  her  fall  give  unto  the  damfel’s 
father  fifty  Jhekels  of  fiver,  and  Jhe  fall  be  his 

> BECAUSE  HE  HATH  HUMBLED  HER, 

he  may  not  put  her  away  all  his  days . 

The  word  Jhekels  is  not  in  the  original, 
but  inferted  by  our  tranflators  j in  the  paf- 
fage  of  Exod.  xxii.  17.  there  is  the  fame 
word  P)DD fiver,  or  Jilver-money  there  it  is 
faid  in  general,  according  to  the  dowry  of  vir- 
gins. Here  it  is  faid  B’EBn  Quinqua- 
ginta  argenteos,  fifty  pieces  of  Jilver-money. 
By  comparing  the  two  paffages,  we  may 
therefore  look  upon  this  as  the  affeffment  of 

tranflating  pnnm  by  —force  her . That  this  is  the  true 
idea  of  the  word,  may  be  feen  by  comparing  2 Sam.  xiii. 
II,  14.  when  Amnon  commits  a rape  on  Tamar.  The 
word  does  not  neceffarily  fignify  violence,  which 
ptn  does.  Omnis  fignificatio  eft  vehementia , fortitude. 
Calafto , fub  voc.  This  place  of  Deut.  xxii.  28.  is  ra- 
ther to  be  underftood  of  <c  defiling  a maid,  that  being 
tc  occafionally  laid  hold  on,  did  presently  yield,  not  be- 
“ ing  folicited  before-hand,  and  drawn  to  it  by  de- 
*c  grees.  But  Exod.  xxii.  16.  fpeaks  of  fuch  as  did 
<c  entice  a maid , with  promife  of  marriage,  and  then  de- 
<c  filed  her.”  Clark.  The  two  paffages  taken  together 
Ihew,  that  in  neither  cafe  fhall  the  man  abandon  the  vir- 
gin he  hath  taken.  We  mull  conclude  there  is  a reafon 
for  ufing  different  words  at  ver.  25,  and  ver.  28,  in  the 
Hebrew  text,  though  the  LXX.  tranfiate  them  both  by 
$itL<reliJ.evQ- — probably  ttfsh  is  a more  general  word  than 
ptn,  and  fignifies  laying  hold  on , or  apprehending , whe- 
ther by  violence  or  otherwife.  Among  the  Athenians , if 
a man  had  ravijhcd  a young  woman  (lo  fhe  were  free- 
born) he  was  fined  1000  drachma,  and,  befides  that, 
was  obliged  to  marry  her,  unlels  it  could  be  made  ap- 
pear, fhe  had  taken  fomething  of  him  in  confideratiori. 
Rous’s  Archaeol.  Attica?,  190. 
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the  ufual  dowry  of  virgins  paid  to  the  father. 
It  was  to  be  paid  in  this  cafe  as  well  as  the 
former,  for  in  both  the  father’s  confent  was 
precluded  ; but  in  no  cafe  was  he  to  be  de- 
frauded of  the  “i HD  or  dowry.  This  was  as 
much  to  be  paid  when,  his  daughter  was 
taken  againft  his  confent,  as  when  with  it, 
and  fo  when  taken  without  his  knowledge  and 
confent,  as  in  this  latter  cafe.  But  on  what- 
ever account  the  money  was  to  be  paid,  it 
alters  not  the  point  in  queftion,  for,  faith 
God,  She  fail  be  his  wife,  or  woman — Fr. 
Elle  lui fera  pour femme — because  he  hath 
humbled  her,  he  may  not  put  her  away  all 
his  days.  This  is  clearly  explanatory  of  the 
original  inftitution — they  fall  be  one  fief,  and 
what  God  hath  joined  together  (by  pronounc- 
ing them  one  fief)  let  not  man  (either  the 
parties  themfelves,  or  any  human  power 
whatfoever)  put  afunder. 

I fhould  rather  chufe  to  let  the  fcripture 
anfwer  for  itfelf,  than  appeal  to  human  au- 
thority for  its  explanation.  I will  only  here 
juft  obferve,  that  I am  by  no  means  Angular 
in  my  views  of  thefe  things.  Our  eccleji- 
afical  courts  have  proceeded  on  this  princi- 
ple, have  called  this  perfonal  intercourfe,  pre- 
vious to  any  outward  ceremony,  a marriage 
de  fa  do,  and  have  compelled  the  parties  to  a 
public  recognition  of  it  in  facie  ecclejue,  in 
the  face  of  the  church.  See  Blackf  one’s  Com- 
ment. vol.  i.  43 5,  439: — and  in  Burn’s  Ecc. 
Law,  Tit.  Marriage,  there  is  this  remarka- 
ble paffage,  f£  Nor  was  he  or  die  to  be  dif- 
* to  “ miffed 
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“ miffed  or  abfolved,  if  thofe  fpoufals  de  fu - 
“ turOy  by  reafon  of  carnal  knowledge , or 
“ fome  other  aB  equivalent,  did  become  ma - 
« trimony  ” By  this  it  does  appear,  that, 
in  the  judgment  of  our  canon  law , if  a man 
had  promifed  a woman  to  marry  her  at  a fu- 
ture time,  and  in  the  mean  time  lay  with  her , 
or  ufed  the  freedoms  of  an  hujband  with  her, 
fuch  promife  did,  by  fuch  adts,  become  ma- 
trimony* 

So  facred  have  our  canoitifs  efteemed  this 
aB,  that  where  one  of  the  parties  have  for- 
faken  the  other,  and  married  another  than 
the  perlon  to  whom  they  have  been  thus 
joined,  the  ecclefiaftical courts  have  pronounced 
fentence  of  divorce,  with  regard  to  the  fecond 
marriage,  caufd  precontraBus , by  reafon  of 
precontraB . With  what  authority  will  ap- 
pear by-and-by. 

In  Bacon’s  Abr.  vol.  iii.  p.  574,  we  find 
the  following  cafe  : — A.  contracts  himfelf 
with  B.  and  after  marries  C.  B.  fues  A.  on 
this  contract  in  the  fpiritual  court.  There 
fentence  is  given  that  A.  fhall  marry  and  co- 
habit with  B.  which  he  does  accordingly. 
They  are  baron  and  feme,  without  any  * di- 
vorce between  A.  and  C ; for  the  marriage  of 
A.  and  C.  was  a mere  nullity  •f*. 

That 

* In  the  time  of  H.  VIII.  an  adl  was  pa/Ted,  that  mar- 
riages folemnized  and  confummated  fhould  ftand  good, 
notwithstanding  any  precontract  that  had  not  been  con- 
summated. But  this  was  done  only  to  gratify  the  King , 
and  therefore  in  the  next  reign  (2  Ed.  VI.)  this  aft  was 
repealed. 

t I he  law  fince  26  Geo.  II.  c.  33.  is  quite  the  re- 
verie, the  precontract  between  A.  and  B.  would  be  a 

nullity. 
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That  I am  not  Angular  in  my  opinion, 
refpedting  the  one  divine  ordinance  of  mar- 
riage, will  alfo  appear  from  the  remarkable 
flatute  of  Henry  III ; which,  as  it  is  very 
lhort,  I will  tranfcribe. 

“ To  the  king's  writ  of  baftardy,  whether 
“ one  born  before  matrimony  may  inherit  in 
ic  like  manner  as  he  that  is  born  after  ma- 
“ trimony : all  the  bifhops  anfwered,  that 
tc  they  would  not  nor  could  not  anfwer  to  it, 
“ becaufe  it  was  againft  the  common  order 
“ of  the  church.  And  all  the  bifhops  in- 
“ ftanted  the  lords , that  they  would  con- 
“ fent,  that  all  fuch  as  were  born  * before 

“ matrimony, 

nullity , and  the  marriage  between  A.  and  C.  valid. 
Such  are  the  liberties  which  mortals  have  prefumed  to 
take  with  the  ordinance  of  Heaven.  But  this  cannot  alter 
either  the  thing  itfelfi , or  God’s  views  of  it. 

* “ Conjlantine , to  difcourage  concubinage , and  to 
tc  encourage  matrhnony  in  perfons  who  lived  together  in 
« that  way,  ordered,  that  if  a man  married  his  concubine, 
« the  children  which  he  had  by  her  before  marriage , 
<<  (hould  become  legitimate.  But  the  church  meddled 
“ not  with  thefe  diftin&ions  of  the  civil  laws,  but  re- 
tc  garding  only  the  law  of  nature,  approved  every  con - 
<c  junction  of  one  man  with  a woman,  if  it  was  with  one 
<c  woman  and  perpetual ; apd  the  more  lo,  becaufe  the 
« holy  fcriptures  employ  the  name  of  wife  or  of  concu- 
“ bine  indifferently. 

“ The  firff  council  of  Toledo , A.  D.  400,  hath  this 
<c  canon,  He  who  with  a believing  wife  hath  a concubine , 
€c  is  excommunicated  : but  if  his  concubine  is  in  the  ftead 
“ of  a wife?  and  he  adheres  to  her  alone,  whether  (he 
be  called  wife  or  concubine , he  is  not  to  be  reje&ed 
from  communion.' ” See  Jortin  Rem.  vol.  ii.  p.  294, 
295;  who  adds — “ This  canon  (hews  that  there  were 
“■  concubines  approved  by  the  church.” 

I would  here  add,  that  Auflin , De  fide  & oper.  c.  19. 

“ If  a concubine  (hould  profefs  to  know  no  other 
; <c  man. 
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<£  matrimony,  as  to  the  fucceffion  of  inhe- 
<c  ritance,  fhould  be  legitimate,  as  well  as 
“ they  that  be  born  within  matrimony,  for  fo 
“ much  as  the  church  accepteth  such  to 
“ be  legitimate.  And  all  the  earls  and 
“ barons  anfwered  with  one  voice — that  they 
“ would  not  change  the  laws  of  the  realm, 
“ which  hitherto  have  been  ufed  and  ap- 
“ proved/' 

Here  was  a ftrong  pufh  made,  that  the 
ordinance  of  God  fhould  be  in  fome  meafure 
recognized,  as  to  its  fcriptural  import  and 
validity,  in  our  municipal  laws;  but  human 
wifdom  forbad  it  ! 

In  antient  Rome , there  were  three  kinds  of 
marriage,  diftinguifhed  from  each  other  by 
the  names  of  confarreation , coemption , and  life . 
— the  laft  of  thefe  came  very  near  to  the  fim- 
plicity  of  the  divine  inflitution.  It  was, 

<c  man,  although  flie  fhould  he  difmifled  from  him  to 

whom  fhe  is  fubjedted,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether 
ct  fhe  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  receive  baptifm.”  So 
rhat  it  appears  very  plainly,  there  was  a time,  when  the 
conjunction  of  the  man  and  woman  did  not  depend,  for 
its  validity  and  lawfulnefs,  upon  human  ceremonies  and 
inventions. 

In  how  many  matters,  as  well  as  in  many  of  the  above 
circumftances,  hath  the  church  (as  it  is  called)  changed 
it’s  notions  of  things  ! I have  often  thought,  that  if  Me- 
thufelab  had  begun  his  long  life  with  the  aera  of  the 
Chriftian  churchy  and  had  lived  his  969  years  in  the 
Chrijlian  world,  his  life  muff  have  been  a very  miferable 
one,  unlefs,  like  the  vicar  of  Bray , of  famous  verjatile 
memory,  he  could  have  changed  with  the  times,  and 
have  held  at  leaft  as  many  different  opinions  as  he  was 
years  old. 

VOL.  I. 
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when  the  accidental  living  together  of  a man 
and  woman  had  been  productive  of  children, 
and  they  found  it  neceffary  or  convenient  to 
continue  together  ; when,  if  they  agreed  on 
the  matter  between  themfelves,  it  became  a 
valid  marriage,  and  the  children  were  con- 
fidered  as  legitimate. 

By  the  firft  law  of  the  1 2th  table,  relative 
to  marriages,  it  is  declared,  that  € when  a 
4 C woman  fhall  have  cohabited  with  a man  for 
44  a whole  year,  without  having  been  three 
44  nights  abfent  from  him,  fhe  fhall  be 
44  deemed  his  wife”  By  which  it  appears  that 
the  Homans  confidered  living  together,  or  con- 
jugal cohabitation,  as  the  very  eflence  of  ma- 
trimony. Broughton  Hift.  Lib.  tit.  Mai  - 
riage.  This  may  be  reckoned  one  inftance, 
in  which,  to  the  difgrace  of  us  Chrijlians , the 
Gentiles , which  had  not  the  law , aid , by  nature , 
the  things  contained  in  the  law . Rom.  ii.  14* 

According  to  the  laws  of  Scot  land,  coha-, 
bitation  with  a woman  for  fome  time,  and 
openly  acknowledging  of  her  as  a wife,  con- 
firms the  marriage,  and  renders  it  valid  in 
law.  Mem.  of  Cranfloun,  p.  30.  So  where  a 
man  and  woman  have  lived  together  till  they 
have  children,  if  the  man  marry  the  woman, 
even  upon  his  death-bed,  all  the  antinuptial 
children  become  legitimated,  and  inherit  the 
honours  and  eftate  of  their  father. 

The  cafe  is  the  fame  in  Holland with  this 

difference  only,  that  all  the  children  to  be 

leeitimated,  muft  appear  with  the  father  and 

mother  in  the  church,  at  the  ceremony  of 

their 
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their  marriage.  See  the  Hiftory  of  Women,  by 
W.  Alexander , M.  D.  vol.  ii.  p.  252,  267. 

Our  fyftem  in  England‘s  very  injurious  and 
cruel,  as  it  deftroys  one  grand  inducement  to 
matrimony,  where  a man  and  woman  have 
lived  together  and  had  children,  by  ftamping 
baftardy  on  the  iffue  without  remedy.  Whence 
io  inhuman  a plan  Ihould  be  derived  into  the 
common  law  of  the  realm,  cannot  well  be 
devifed ; but  it  mu  ft  be  fuppofed  to  have 
commenced  in  fome  of  the  darkeft  ages  of  ig- 
norance and  barbarifm  ; for  at  the  latter  end 
of  the  twelfth  century,  Pope  Alexander  III. 
made  a conftitution,  that  “ children  born 

before  the  folemnization  of  matrimony, 

* 

<c  where  matrimony  followed,  Ihould,  to  all 
<c  intents  and  purpofes,  be  as  legitimate  as 
“ thofe  born  after  matrimony. ” By  which 
it  fhould  feem  that  the  inftitution  of  Gon- 
ftantine  had  been  totally  laid  afide ; alfo,  that 
the  church  thought  very  differently  of  mar- 
riage, from  what  it  did  in  the  fourth  century. 
See  before,  p.  31,  note. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  may  be  concluded,  that 
fuch  iaws  as  are  above  mentioned,  would  ne- 
ver have  been  thought  of,  unlefs  the  pro- 
pofers  and  framers  of  fuch  fchemes  of  poft- 
legitimation , had  been  convinced,  that  the  con- 
jugal cohabitation  of  the  man  and  woman  was 
a lawful  marriage  in  God’s  account,  confe- 
quently  the  iffue  legitimate  in  His  fight: 
therefore  they  were  willing  to  reconcile  mat- 

J O 

ters  as  well  as  they  could,  between  human  in- 
dention and  divine  inftitution . 

D 2 Having, 

Q * 
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Having,  I truft,  eftablifhed  this  truth, 
that  where  a man  and  a virgin  are  united  by 
the  communication  of  their  per  Jons  to  each  other, 
they  become  one  jiejh  in  the  fight  of  God,  fo 
made  by  his  exprefs  command,  infomuch 
that  the  man  may  not  put  her  away  ail  his  days ; 
it  follows,  that  they  are  indijfplubly  united, 
beyond  the  power  of  difunion  by  any  human 
authority  whatfoever. 

It  is  the  contempt  of  this  law,  this  primary 
law  of  nature,  or  rather  of  the  God  of  nature, 
eftablifhed  from  the  beginning , and  afterwards 
enforced  and  explained  by  the  pofitive  laws 
above-mentioned,  which  lies  at  the  root  of 
the  evils  complained  of.  For,  if  a man  *3 

which  is  the  fcript tire’s  way  of  faying  any 
man , every  man , without  diftindtion  (for 
God  makes  none  in  the  texts  we  have  been 
confidering,  nor  in  any  other)  was  deemed 
the  hup  and  of  the  virgin  he  lay  withy  and  was 
obliged  to  make  a public  recognition  of  it, 
as  enjoined  by  God  fo  to  do,  without  any  li- 
berty to  put  her  away  all  his  days  ; if  the  law 
of  the  land  was  as  poiitive  as  to  this,  as  the 
law  delivered  from  God  to  Mofes  above-cited, 
we  fhould  fee  a wonderful  change  in  the  man- 
ners of  the  people,  as  well  as  a Hop  put  to 
the  daily  ruin  of  innocent  girls.  Would  the 
great  and  opulent  debauch  their  tenant’s  or  la- 
bourer’s  daughters,  or  their  own  fervant- 
maids,  if  they  knew  that  this  put  it  into  the 
power  of  fuch  poor  creatures  to  claim  their 
feducers  as  their  hujbands  ? Certainly  not,  at 

leaft  not  in  one  inftance  of  ten  thoufand  where 

• 

it 
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it  now  happens.  Muft  we  not  fuppofe,  that 
the  great  and  merciful  Creator  enadted  Kis 
laws  for  the  protection  of  the  * 'Weaker  fex 
againft  the  jlronger,  as  well  as  for  the  pre- 
vention of  confujion  and  every  evil  work , which 
muft  enfue  from  men  and  women's  coming 
together  and  parting  ds  xuyx  (dx  Qvgt/.x  (as 
the  Apojile  fays)  like  natural  brute  beajis  which 
are  without  reafon  ? As  therefore  a contempt 
of  the  laws  of  Heaven,  is  evidently  the  caufe 
of  the  evil,  it  is  as  evident  that  nothing  but 
reftoring  their  due  rejpehl  and  ejficacy  can  ever 
cure  it. 

How  great  an  impediment  to  matrimony 
doth  this  alfo  prove,  among  the  profligate 
and  licentious  part  of  mankind  ? (which,  as 
the  world  goes,  I do  not  fuppofe  to  conftitute 
a very  fmall  part  of  it)— for  if  men  can  gra- 
tiiy  their  paftions,  and  indulge  their  love  of 
variety,  without  the  leaft  danger  of  much 
further  trouble  than  it  cofts  them  to  feduce  a 
poor  unwary  girl,  they  will  hardly  bind  them- 


* 


Th z Mejft  and  Hobbiji  deny  any  principle  of  right 
w natm  al  jujitce  before  the  invention  of  civil  compact, 

n !‘C  r,’  Ay  fPr’  gave  beinS  to  !t  ; and  accordingly 
kn  the  effrontery  to  declare,  that  a ftatc  of  nature 
was  a fate  of  war.  See  Pope’s  Works,  quarto,  1-760, 
voLi.  p.  534—5,  note.  M ' V’ 

This  items  to  coincide  with  the  Wear  notion  of 

monv'?/  erm^““0n  Zn  human  outward  cere- 
,jat  7 avd  comPa£i>  Without  which  the  fexes  are  in  a 

Idol  tIherothand  erCh,  t0  ^ake  What  depredations  they 
ovl  wh  t'  : ubt%  adVerUng  t0  the  wife  and  holy 
fan- before  7 he  LreaJor  Gained  againft  this, 

wasSinv  °nlcd7o3S.anfinS  fr0m  r^e-ceretnony , 


fdves 
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felves  to  the  painful  ceconomy  of  a family- 
life,  or  confine  themfelves  to  the  attention 
and  concern  which  a family  muff  require. 

In  every  point  of  view,  the  contempt  of 
God’s  law  is  very  fhocking  j but  be  it  re- 
membered, that,  though  we  have  no  muni- 
cipal law  to  enforce  its  obligation,  it  ought 
to  be  binding  and  obligatory  on  every  mans, 
confcience  in  the  fight  of  the  divine  law-giver. 

There  is  no  Jtatute  which  punifhes  the  de- 
filement of  our  neighbour’s  wife,  though  it 
is  a capital  offence  by  God’s  law,  and  pu- 
nifhed  with  the  death  of  both  the  parties ; yet 
furely  none  will  fay,  that  it  is  the  lefs  cri- 
minal before  God  : or,  becaufe  the  feventh 
commandment  has  no  human  municipal  law  to 
enforce  its  rigour,  that  therefore  the  con- 
fidences of  individuals  are  under  lefs  obliga- 
tion to  obferve  it,  or  have  more  liberty  to 
tranfgrefs  it,  than  if  it  had. 

But  it  fometimes  happens,  that  a man  hav- 
ing enticed  a maid , &c.  lives  with  her  for  a 
feafon,  and  then  turns  her  off  for  another, 
not  perhaps  without  making  fome  provifion 
for  the  fir  ft,  and  the  confcience  of  the  man  is 
falved  by  this  piece  of  generojity,  as  it  is 
called.  But  the  law  of  God  is  diredtly 
againft  fuch  a proceeding — He  Jhall  surely 
endow  her  to  be  his  wifi,  faith  the  mofi  High  : 
and  the  reafon  given  tor  this,  can  never  alter 
nor  ceafe,  becaufe  the  aSl  from  which  it  arifes. 
can  never  be  recalled.  The  law  of  God 
therefore  as  much  remains  in  force  againft  fuch 
a putting  away , as  againft  theft  or  murder . 


rt 
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It  is  not  unufual  for  women  fo  put  away , 
to  marry  other  men,  nay,  fometimes  they  are 
portioned  by  the  feducer  for  this  very  purpofe. 
This  fafhionable  way  of  getting  rid  of  wo- 
men, includes  in  it  many  crimes.  Firft,  It 
is  a breach  of  that  pofitive  law — He  fhallfurely 
endow  her  to  be  his  wife — and  again — She  Jhall 
be  his  wife-y  becaufe  he  hath  humbled  her , he 
may  not  put  her  away  all  his  days . Secondly, 

It  is  therefore  a fpecies  of  unlawful,  forbid- 
den divorce.  It  is,  thirdly,  adultery  in  the 
woman  fo  put  away  to  marry  another.  And, 
fourthly.  He  that  marrieth  her  that  is  put 
away  committeth  adultery . 

We  never  allow  any  thing  to  be  adultery 
except  the  outward  ceremony  has  pafled  ; but 
God’s  politive  commands  are  not  fubjeft  to 
the  controul  of  human  invention.  It  would  be 
a folecifm  in  philofophy,  to  talk  of  fetting 
the  fun  to  the  dial,  and  not  the  dial  to  thz  fun; 
it  is  as  great  a one  in  divinity,  to  argue,  that 
the  law  of  God  is  to  be  accommodated  to  the 
law  of  man,  and  not  the  law  of  man  to  the 
Jaw  of  God. 

Let  us  fuppofe  for  a moment,  that,  as  it  is 
faid  to  have  been  the  cafe  amongft  the  Spar- 
tans y theft  was  not  to  be  looked  upon  in  a 
fcandalous  point  of  view,  but  rather  allow- 

. . fdusGelliuSy  Iib.xi.  c.  18.  tells  us,  out  of  an  an- 
tient  lawyer,  that  the  old  A Egyptians  held  all  manner  of 
thefts  to  be  lawful,  and  did  not  puniftt  them.  Diodo- 
?us  oiculus  mentions  this  law  among  them,  that  they 
wno  live  by  robbery  were  to  enter  their  names,  and  brin^ 
wnat  they  Hole  to  the  priejt,  who  mul&ed  the  man  that 
was  robbed,  a fourth  part,  and  gave  it  to  the  thief.  Seo 
Vatritk  on  Gen,  ^lvi,  34. 

: : P 4 able 
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able  and  Commendable,  if  done  fo  dextroufiy, 
as  that  the  perlons  were  not  detected  in  the 
fadt ; Would  this  fhake  the  authority  of  the 
eighth  commandment,  or  be  pleadable  before 
God  as  a juftifieation  of  the  thief  ? Confderm 
the  work  of  God,  that  which  is  crooked  cannot 
he  made  frait,  and  who  can  make  that  frait 
which  he  hath  made  crooked  f Eccl.  i.  15. 
yii.  13. 

From  what  has  been  faid,  I think  it  may 
be  fairly  concluded : 

1, 

That  marriage  is  a divine  inflitution,  and, 
as  fuch,  to  be  abided  by  as  revealed  to  us  by 
its  holy  and  blelTed  author. 

2. 

That  thofe  who  look  upon  it  merely  as  a 
civil  contrast,  and  therefore  fubjedt  to  the 
alteration  and  controul  of  men,  have  differ- 
ent views  of  it  from  thofe  given  us  in  the 
fcriptures. 

3- 

That  a woman’s  perfon  cannot  be  fepa- 
rated  from  her felf',  wherever  Ihe  beftows  the 
one,  the  other  is  bellowed  alfo. 

4; 

That  when  die  delivers  her  perfon , and 
confequently  her  felf,  into  the  pofleffion  ol 
a man,  fhe  is  (if  not  betrothed  to  another) 
by  that  adl,  infeparably  united  to  him,  fo 
indiffolubly  joined,  that  ihe  cannot  leave  him, 
nor  may  he  put  her  away  all  his  days . 7*  0 »t.:  i- 

<*v  { t eL  'T  €-  ■ 3 . 

That  if  thefe  truths  were  received,  as  they 
£re  indeed  the  truths  of  God,  millions 

of 
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of  women  (efpecially  of  the  lower  fort) 
would  be  faved  from  ruin;  for,  being  pro- 
tected, received,  and  provided  for  as  Gods 
law  enjoins,  as  the  wives  of  thofe  men  who 
firft  enticed  them,  they  could  not  be  turned 
out  upon  the  wide  world,  with  the  lots  of 
reputation,  friends,  and  confequently  all  pow- 
er of  helping  themfelves,  but  by  ways  too 
dreadful  to  think  of  ! 

Before  I conclude  this  point,  I muft  defire 
not  to  be  mifunderftood,  as  if  I meant  to 
undervalue  or  defpife  human  ordinances  ; they 
have  excellent  ufe,  and,  in  this  mixed  date  of 
things,  are  neceflary  to  maintain  that  order 
and  decency,  which  are  fo  neceflary  for  the 
regulation  of  the  outward  actions  of  men. 
I would  rather  infer  their  ufe  and  necef- 
fity,  than  doubt  of  either.  When  I fay  that 
th t marriage-fervice  of  the  church,  doth  not 
conftitute  a marriage  in  the  fight  of  God,  I 
fay  true  ; becaufe  by  finding  no  fuch  fervice 
in  the  Bible , and  that  marriages  were  had 
and  folemnized  without  it,  I therefore  corn* 
elude  that  cannot  be  it  which  conftitutes  a 
marriage  in  the  fight  of  God  ; for,  if  fo,  we 
muft  luppofe  that  people  before  the  invention 
of  fuch  fervice,  were  not  married  at  all , but 
lived  in  fin ; which  is  abfurd  and  impoffible. 
That  fome  fervice,  or  ceremony,  is  expedient, 
for  many  good  and  laudable  purpofes,  muft 
be  allowed — as,  for  the  public  recognition 
of  the  mutual  engagement  of  the  parties  to 
each  pthei* — to  ratify  their  union  as  to  in- 
heritances. 


heritances,  and  many  other  laudable  ends  of 
civil  fociety  ; and  as  none  can  live  together 
as  man  and  wife,  without  offence,  unlefs  they 
jiibmit  to  the  ordinance  of  man , it  ought, 
where  it  poffibly  can,  to  be fubrnitted  to  for  the 
Lord's  fake,  i Pet.  ii.  13. 

But  it  is  a great  abufe  of  fuch  things,  to 
put  them  in  the  place  of  the  inftitution  of 
God  ; fo  that  this  is  of  no  force  or  validity 
in  God’s  fight  without  the  other.  Hence  it 
is,  that,  men  thinking  they  are  not  married , 
unlefs  by  a priejl  in  a church , take  advantage 
of  their  own  yillainy,  and  thus  feduce  women, 
and  put  them  away  at  their  pleafure  ; whereas 
God’s  law  binds  them,  in  the  frjl  infancey 
and  declares  the  bond  indffoluble . So  that,  as 
to  the  purpofes  of  the  divine  inftitution,  if 
a fhoufand  priefs  were  to  read  a thoufand 

* This  golden  rule  of  1 Pet.  ii.  13.  appears  by  the 
context,  to  relate  to  that  obedience  which  we  owe  to  the 
civil  powers.  But  then  the  laws  of  civil  government 
muft  not  be  inconfiftent  with , or  repugnant  to,  the  law 
of  God,  for  if  they  be,  we  muft  not  fiubmit  to  them,  but 
rather  fujfer  than  obey.  When  Nebuchadnezzer  fet  up  his 
golden  image , the  three  children  of  Ifrael  would  not  obey 
the  king’s  decree  to  worfhip  it ; they  chofe  rather  to  en- 
dure the  fiery  furnace.  Dan.  iii.  17,  18.  So  Daniel  vi.  10. 
And  as  it  is  with  civil,  fo  is  it  with  ecclefiafiical  ordinan- 
ces of  men  ; thefe  muft  be  confonant  with  God’s  word, 
otherwife  we  muft  a as  the  apoftles  did,  dtls  iv.  19. 
Men  may  make  laws  for  the  public  recognition  of  a 
marriage  in  the  fight  of  the  world ; but  to  ordain  in  what 
marriage  fhall  confift  in  the  fight  of  God,  is  out  of  their 
jurifdidtion,  and  depends  i'olely  on  the  appointment  of 
God’s  own  law. 

V - t * ■ 
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fervi'ces  over  the  parties,  thefe  cannot  add  to, 
nor  diminish  from  their  union  before  God, 
which,  as  in  His  fight,  is  created  by  the  Al- 
mighty  fiat — they  fhall  be  one  flefh.  This 
furely  muft  be  as  evident,  from  the  whole 
tenor  of  the  fcripture,  as  that  the  pour- 
ing water  on  a perfon,  or  dipping  him  in 
water,  in  the  name  of  the  Blefied  Trinity,  is 
the  complete  divine  ordinance  of  baptifin9 
though  no  abl  is  done,  or  word  faid,  be-? 
fides. 

There  are  no  where  in  the  Hebrew  of  the 
Old  Teftament,  or  Greek  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  any  fpecific  names  for  married perjons* 
jfuch  as  the  Englijh  words  hujband  and  wife 
—but  W'tf  and  man  and  woman — So 

’Avyp  and  yuvvj,  which  alfo  fignify  perfons  of 
the  male  ox  female  fex  in  general  ; but  when 
coupled  with  pronouns  poifeflive,  as 
her  man — his  woman . O ’avyp  <rou , thy 

man — vj  yuvvj  iccvrx,  his  woman , they  then  de- 
note the  marriage-relation  : but  how  that  re- 
lation is  entered  into,  fo  as  to  become  indiifo- 
luble  on  both  fides,  hath  already  been  ihewnj 
to  which  we  may  add  fome  obfervations  on 
the  word  which  we  tranflate  husband , 
married . See  Gen.  xx.  3.  by  2 nhyn  mar  it  a- 
ta  mar  it  0 . Mont. ; literally,  according  to  our 
idiom,  married  to  an  husband . Ifa.  Ixii.  4. 
by2D  TiTltO  & terra  tua  erit  maritata . Mont. 
and  thy  land  fhall  be  married.  Now  by 2 figni 
fies  to  have,  or  take  pojfefiion,  ox  authority  over , 
as  a participal  noun — O — he  who  hath . 

Hence 


v» 


[ 44  1 

Hence  it  figniiies  to  marry , to  take  pojj'ejjion 
of  a woman , to  have  her , as  we  lay.  See  Deut. 
xxiv.  i . xxi.  i 3.  In  Niph , to  be  married,  taken 
pojfejjion  ofas  a wife,  Ifa.  lxii.  4.  with  liv.  1. 
See  Parkhurfis  Heb.  Lex.  So  Calojio, 

“ Significat  dominium,  magifterium,  domi- 
“ natus  eft,  habuit,  poffedit  ut  dommus, 
“ maritus  fuit,  rem  habuit  cum  muliere.” 
€€  It  lignifies  dominion,  the  place  or  office 
u of  a £ mafter  or  governor.”  “ As  a verb, 
“ he  governed,  had,  pofefed,  as  a -f*  lord  or 
iC  mafter,  he  was  married,  or,  had  to  do  with 
“ a woman.”  By  all  which,  taken  together, 
it  appears  that  this  laf  circumftance  is  that 
which  brings  her  into  the  polTeffion,  and  re- 
duces her  under  the  dominion  of  the  man,  ac- 
cording to  that  of  Gen.  iii.  16.  latter  part. 
See  Deut.  xxii.  29,  where  it  is  exprefted  by 
rW  Comprejfit  earn.  Mont.;  He  hath  humbled 
her.  Engliffi  tranflation.  Surely  this  af- 
fords an  additional  and  conclufive  proof,  that 
a man’s  taking  pojfejjion  of  a woman  in  the 
fenfe  above-mentioned,  is  in  the  language  of 
fcripture  marrying  her , or  making  her 
his  woman. 

This  appears  alfo  from  Deut.  xxiv.  1, 
where  the  word  according  to  Pagninas , 
is  ufed  in  this  fenfe — 

J Our  Englifh  word  husband  hath  this  idea , according 
to  Johnfon — “ Hofsband , mafter,  Danifh  ; from  houfe  and 
londa , Runic , a mafter.”  See 

f The  husband  is  called,  Exod.  xxi.  3.  7nu~ 

'tier is  dominus , Mont.  Lord  of  a woman,  Maritus . marg. 

’2 
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nbyy\  r\m  np>  o 

ed  cumcoierit  & faeminam  vir  ceperit  fi. 

Pagninus.  Mont.  Marg. 
Here  the  taking  the  woman,  and  lying  with 
her,  moil  clearly  appears  to  make  her  the 
mans  wife , as  the  reft  of  the  verfe  and  the 
three  following  demonftrably  fhew. 

Biftiop  Patrick,  on  this  place,  obferves, 
that  “ the  Hebrew  Dodtors  make  a difference 
between  thefe  two  : underftanding  by  tak- 
" ing  a wife,  efpoufmg  her  to  be  his  wife, 
<c  and  by  marrying  her,  his  completing  the 
“ contract  by  lying  with  her."  The  former 
fignified  by  np*  the  latter  by  nbyi. 

There  is  another  word  which  denotes  a wife, 
viz.  pj) & — from  the  root  bM — which  in  Kal. 
iigniiies  to  lie  carnally  with  a woman.  See  Deut. 
xxviii.  30.  alfo  Pf.  xlv.  9.  Neh.  ii.  6.  in  both 
which  latter  places  w7e  have  tranflated  it 
Queen ; but  this  it  does  not  fignify,  in  any 
other  fenfe,  but  as  the  King's  wife.  Ar.  Pvlont. 
renders  it  by  conjunx — a yoke  -fellow , or  wife  ; 

( T'jyzcirc q — Aquila.  See  that  learned  and  ufeful 
work,  Parkhurfl s Heb.  & Eng.  Lex.  fub 
voc.  bffl. 

I fhould  now  proceed  to  confider  marriage, 
or  matrimony  as  it  is  called,  in  another  point 
of  view,  namely  under  civil  confiderations, 
and,  as  fuch,  an  objedt  of  human  laws : but 
before  this  can  be  done  in  a proper  manner, 
fome  incidental  points  muft  be  fully  under- 
ftood  and  difcuffed.  Therefore  the  fubjedt 
of  matrimony,  as  a civil  contradt  controulable 
by  human  legiflature,  muft  be  deferred  for  a 
feafon. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP.  II. 

Of  Whoredom  and  Fornication: 

WHEN  God,  the  Creator  and  Lord 
of  all,  was  pleafed  to  ordain  and  ef- 
tablifb  the  means  by  which  His  creatures 
were  to  increafe  and  multiply , and  reple - 
nijh  the  earth , in  which  primary  command 
His  reafonable  creatures  were  equally  in- 
terefted  with  the  brute  part  of  the  creation, 
and  in  fome  refpefts,  if  we  confider  this 
world  as  conne&ed  with  another,  infinitely 
more,  and  therefore  the  command  was  par- 
ticularly addreffed  to  them,  Gen.  i.  28. — it 
could  not  be  but  that  the  aB,  whereby 
mankind  was  to  be  propagated,  muft  be  to- 
tally innocent  in  itfelf:  otherwife  it  could  not 
have  been  confident  with  the  date  of  inno- 
cence 

f We  are  told,  Gen.  i.  31.  that  God  faiv  every  thing 
that  He  had  made , and  hehoid  it  zvas  INIO  very  good . 

We  cannot,  confidently  with  this  account  of  things, 
doubt  that  every  endowment  of  the  human  nature, 
whether  of  body  or  mind,  came  under  this  delcription  ; 
confequently,  that  thofe  defires  which  were  neceffary  to 
lead  man  to  the  propagation  and  continuance  of  his 
fpecies,  were  without  any  evil  whatfoever.  We  cannot 
fufficiently  abhor  the  folly  and  blafphemy  of  Jerome  and 
fome  others,  who  fay,  that  44  Adam’s  defire  to  know  his 
44  wife , was  the  firft  fin  which  made  God  repent  that 
44  He  had  made  man,  and  was  the  oecafon  of  turning  him 
44  out  of  Paradife Coitus  praemium  mors — fays  'Je- 
rome contr.  Jovinian . 

, No  inconiiderable  difficulty  awaited  this  fcheme,  which 
arofe  from  the  queflion — 44  How  then  was  the  world  to 
46  be  peopled,  if  not  by  natural  generation  ?”  But  this 
was  eafily  folved,  by  imagining  that  44  the  earth  would 
44  have  been  fupplied  with  men,  as  the  heavens  are  with 

44  angels j 
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cence  in  which  man  was  when  marriage  was 
firil  ordained.  But  that  this  a£t,  innocent 
in  itfelf  as  any  other  fundion  of  the  body, 
might  be  kept  within  due  bounds  of  order 
and  decency,  and  all  confuiion  and  difordcr 
avoided  ; God  enaded  certain  -j~  poftive  laws 
for  this  very  purpofe,  to  confine  within  fuch 
bounds  as  feemed  good  to  Himfelf  to  limit, 
that  natural,  but  violent  paffion,  which,  for 
the  great  purpofe  of  propagating  the  hu- 
man fpecies,  was  made  an  inseparable  adjund  to 
the  human  frame. 

Thofe  who  imagine  that  this  appetite  is 
in  itfelf  finful,  either  in  the  defre  or  act, 
charge  God  foolijhly,  as  if  He  could  ordain 
the  increafe  and  multiplication  cf  mankind  by 
an  a£l  finful  in  itfelf : an  abfuraity  little  fhort 
of  blafphemy  ! Sin , we  are  told,  on  the  moft 
infallible  authority,  is  the  tranfgrefjion  of  the 
law,  i John  iii.  4; — and  where  no  law  is, 
there  is  no  tranfgrefion,  Rom.  iv.  15  : — when 

“ angels , by  the  immediate  creative  power  of  God, 
cc  without  the  interference  of  any  generation  what- 
<c  foever.”  SeeZ)#/kV.rEccl.HifEEng.  Tranf.  Cent.  5* 
p.  31,  where  St.  Chryfofom  delivers  himfelf  to  this  effedt. 

When  fuch  monitrous  opinions  can  have  been  main- 
tained by  thofe  who,  in  their  day,  were  looked  upon  as 
fathers  of  the  church , let  it  warn  thee.  Reader,  againft 
fearching  for  truth  any  where  but  in  the  bleffed  word  of 
God  ; dread  as  much  to  leave  it  for  an  inftant,  as  a blind 
man  would  dread  to  walkamidft  pits  and  precipices  with- 
out a cruide,  or  a mariner  to  fail  amono-  rocks  and  fhoals 
without  a pilot.  Remember  what  the  Pfalmiffc  fays,  Pf 
cxfx.  105.  Thy  word  is  a lamp  unto  my  feet , and  a light 
unto  my  path. 

f Conjunctio  maris  cum  feemina , per  quam  propagatur* 
genus  humanum , dignijfma  res  eft  legum  curd.  Grot,  de 
Ferit.  lib.  ii.  § 13.  cc  The  conjunction  of  the  male  with 
“ the  female , by  which  the  human  race  is  propagated,  i$ 
(,t  a matter  molt  worthy  the  care  of  laws/*7 

2 therefore 
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therefore  this  a6t  is  done  agreeably  to  God’s 
will,  it  is  like  all  other  acts  io  done,  good  and 
not  evil . In  order  to  make  it  evil,  it  mu  ft  be 
done  againft  fome  precept  of  God  s law, 
otberwife  it  is  as  innocent  as  fatisfying  our 
hunger  with  eating , or  our  thirjl  with  drinking . 
Thefe  may  become  Jinful  by  their  abufe  or  ex - 
cefs ; fo  may  the  other-,  but  in  itfelj , and  in 
its  lawful  ufe,  it  is  as  perfectly  innocent  as  the 
two  former. 

We  have  obferved  before,  that  where  a man 
and  woman  become  perfonally  united  to  each 
other,  they  are  one  flef , and  are  forbidden  to 
put  each  other  away . This  is  the  * ordinance  of 
marriage,  and  the  only  one  which  is  revealed 
in  the  fcriptures  ; therefore  we  may  call  it 
the  only  one  which  God  ever  ordained. 

But  when  men  corrupted  their  ways  upon 
the  earth,  Gen.  vi.  12,  this  ordinance  of  mar- 
riage, fandtified  by  God’s  blefing , Gen.  i.  28, 
and  ratified  by  His  own  exprefs  command , 
Gen.  ii.  24,  was,  as  every  other  divine  inftitu- 
tiofi,  corrupted,  perverted,  and  abufed  ; and 
men,  to  fatisfy  their  defires  at  as  cheap  a rate 
as  poffible,  without  the  incumbrance  of  a 
wife  and  family,  or  confining  themfeives  to 
the  fober  duties  of  maintaining,  taking  care 

* Unlefs  we  agree  in  defining  the  terms  made  ufe  of, 
no  argument  can  be  properly  underfiood,  or  fatisfac- 
torily  concluded.  I would  therefore  here  repeat,  what  I 
have  already  faid— “ that,  as  in  God’s  fight,  by  marriage- 
ordinance  I mean,  that , by  which  the  parties  become 
one  flejh — and  by  marriage , the  actually  becoming  fo. 
This  was , is,  and  ever  mujl  be  one  and  the  fame,  in  all 
{i<rg times , and  places,  however  mankind  may  differ  about 
the  adventitious  circumftances  of  human  ceremony— vthz- 
ther  JnviJh , Popijh , Proteftant , Mahometan , or  Heathen . 
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of,  or  providing  for  their  houfeholds,  chofe 
to  have  intercourfe  and  commerce  with 
women,  like  brute  *beafts9  for  the  fake  of 
mere  appetite,  and  then  to  leave  the  women 
for  the  ferviceof  the  next  comet*.  Something 

o 

of  this  fort  may  not  improbably  be  the  mean- 
ing of  Gen.  vi.  2,  where  it  is  faid,  that  they 
took  them  women  of  all  which  they  chofe . 
For  though  this  word,  in  certain  connexions, 
denotes  what  we  call  wives  (as  Deut.  xxi.  15.) 
yet  it  fignifies  primarily  the  female  fex,  or 
women  in  general.  Such  traffic  was  offenfive 
to  God,  an  abufe  of  His  ordinance , (fee  1 Cor. 
vi.  15,  16.)  . and  tending  to  deftroy  the  mar- 
riage-obligation , not  only  by  rendering  the 
bond  which  was  created  by  it  ineffectual, 
but  by  inducing  mankind  to  defpife  it,  and 
let  it  at  nought.  All  genealogies  muff  be 
confounded,  inheritances  obfcured,  and  re- 
lationfhip  itfelf  deftroyed  for  who  could  as- 
certain thefe  things,  fo  neceffary  to  the  ex- 
iitence  of  all  civil  fociety,  in  the  commerce 
with  harlots ? Confujion , and  every  evil  work , 
mu  ft  enlue ; and  therefore  the  all-wife  Go- 
vernor of  the  univerfe  forbad  whoredom  and 
fornication  on  pain  of  death  temporal  and  eter- 
nal. See  1 Tim.  i.  8,  9,  10. 

The  Hebrew  word  ru?  is  particularly  ap- 
propriated to  this  offence  in  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment,  as  nopysicL  is  in  the  New'  Teftament; 
and  we  (hail  never  find  it  mentioned  but  with 
the  divine  abhorrence.  We  have  no  law  to 
enforce  the  punifhment  which  God  annexed 
to  it,  or  to  treat  an  harlot  or  whore  as  a capi~ 
y.Q  1. . L E tat 
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tal  offender;  but  it  is  nevertheless  offenfive 
to  God,  and  will  now,  as  ever,  meet  with 
marks  of  His  difpleafure.  Know  ye  not , faith 
Paul,  i Cor.  vi.  9,  that  the  unrighteous  Jhall 
not  inherit  the  kingdom  of  Gov  ? Be  not  deceived, 
neither  fornicators,  nor  idolaters , nor  aclulterti  s, 
&c. — Jhall  inherit  the  kingdom  of  Gov. 

So  odious  is  whoredom  in  God’s  fight,  that 
it  is  not  only  faid  to  defile  the  parties  who 
are  guilty  of  it,  but  the  very  land  itfelf  was 
faid  to  be  defiled  thereby,  jer.  iii.  9.  Though 
this  text  may  perhaps  primarily  relate  to  ido- 
latry, which  is  fpiritual  whoredom,  yet  it  ferves 
to  Ihew  the  malignant  nature  of  whoredom ; 
otherwife  this  would  not  be  made  ufe  of,  as 
adultery  is  in  the  fame  verfe,  in  a figurative 
fenle,  to  denote  the  other. 

God  exprefsly  commanded,  that  there 
fhould  not  be  a whore  of  the  daughters  of  If- 
rael.  Lev.  xix.  29.  Deut.  xxiii.  17;  and  or- 
dained, that  a woman  playing  the  whore,  if 
the  daughter  of  a common  perfon,  fhould  be 
fioned  to  death,  Deut.  xxii.  21.  but  if  the 
daughter  of  a prieft,  fire  was  to  be  burned  with 
fire.  Lev.  xxi.  9.  I mention  thefe  things  as 
proofs  of  the  finfulnefs  of  an  aft,  innocent 
in  itfelf,  when  committed  againft  a divine 
pofitive  law.  No  human  power  or  cuftom 
can  alleviate  its  guilt,  or  make  it  lefs  offen- 
live  to  God  than  His  word  has  made  it ; the 
perfon’s  confidence  that  thinks  otherwife  is 
fadly  deceived. 

1 hough  what  has  been  already  faid  may  ferve 

as  a definition  of  this  offence,  yet,  to  lave  the 

Reader 
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Reader  the  trouble  of  looking  back,  as  well  as 
to  be  fill  more  explicit  upon  the  fubjedt,  I 
would  define  riff,  or  whoredom,  to  be  a wo- 
“ man’s  giving  her  perfon  to  a man,  without 
“ any  intent  of  marriage,  but  either  for  the 
“ mere  gratification  of  lujl,  or  for  gain  or  hire, 
“ and  departing  from  that  man  to  others  for 
“ the  fame  * purpofes.”  This  is  being  what 
the  Hebrew  feriptures  call  mil,  an  harlot  or 
whore.  See  Gen.  xxxviii.  15,  16.  The  radi- 
cal idea  of  the  Hebrew  mr  feems  to  be,  to  en- 
compafs,  encircle,  infold,  enclofe-,  and  denotes  un- 
lawful embraces  between  th efexes.  Hence  we 
render  it,  to  commit  whoredom.  See  Parkh. 
Heb.  and  Eng.  Lex.  fub  voc. 

As  whoredom  is  generally  ufed  in  our  tranf- 
lation,  as  denoted  by  the  word  rUT,  and  feems 
rather  appropriated  to  fignify  the  womans 
fhare  in  the  offence  ; fo  the  term  -f-  fornica - 
cation,  which  is  expreffed  by  the  fame  word 
in  the  original,  feems  to  be  the  name  given. 


* After  readi«g  Ae  above,  it  is  hardly  to  be  conceived 
with  what  eyes  people  have  red  this  book,  and  yet  charge 
the  author  with  giving  no  definition  of  whoredom. 

^ Our  Englifli  word  fornication , feems  to  be  derived 
irom  the  Latin  fornix ; which  literally  flgnifles  an  arch 
or  vault  in  houfes  and  by  a metonymy— a brothel-houfe , 
becaufe  thefe  were  in  vaults  underground.  Ainfworth. 
lior.  Hpiit.  14.  1.  21,  22.  fays  to  his  Jlcivard — 

-Fornix  tibi,  & un&a  popina; 

Incutiunt  urbis  defiderium,  video. 

CC  ^0r  we^-  * know,  a tavern’s  greafy  Hearn 5 
And  a vil cflew,  with  joy  your  heart  inflame.” 

tt  , . Francis. 

Hence  the  haunters  of  thofe  places  were  called  form- 

Caion'  See  Johnfon’s  Didt.  Hor.  Sat,  lib,  i.  Sat.  2.1.  20, 

31. 

E 2 


to 


[ 52  3 


to  the  offence  which  the  man  commits  in  fuch 
illicit  commerce.  Though  this  oblervation 
may  not  hold  in  all  cafes,  yet  it  is  the  belt 
reafon  which  occurs  to  me,  for  our  ufing  dif- 
ferent words,  to  denote  an  offence  of  the  fame 
kind. 

I readily  confefs,  that  the  revival  of  God’s 
antient  laws  againft  whoredom  y amongft  us, 
would  be  very  dreadful,  and  indeed  unjufl , 
unlefs  the  whole  confident  fcheme  which 
God  has  laid  down  was  all  to  be  revived  to- 
gether. The  wome\  under  God’s  law, 
could  force  their  feducers  to  take  them  as 
their  wives ; or  rather  were  deemed  fo  actually 
married,  as  not  to  be  put  away . A woman 
had  but  to  fummon  her  feducer  before  the 
judges , to  prove  the  fad  againft  him,  and  their 
fentence,  which  muft  have  been  according  to 
the  law,  muft  have  been  obeyed  on  pain  of 
death . Deut.  xvii.  12.  Unlefs  this  were  (as 
it  ought  to  be)  the  cafe  among  us,  it  would 
be  oppreffive,  unjuft,  and  cruel  to  the  laft 
degree,  to  punifh  women  with  death,  for  be- 
; ing,  by  the  treachery  and  villainy  of  men, 
forced  into  a way  of  life  (however  abhorrent 
in  itfelf,  or  culpable)  which  is  the  natural, 
and,  in  moft  inftances,  the  inevitable  conie- 
quence  of  their  being  deferted  by  thofe  who 
ought  to  have  protected  them,  but  againft 
whom  they  have  no  remedy,  or  means  to 
make  them  adt  the  juft  and  honourable 


part. 

Lndei  this  head  of  forbidden  lewdnefs,  I 

would  mention  the  practice  of  taking  an  har- 
lot 
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lot  to  keep  for  a time,  and  then,  when  pleafure 
or  conveniency  prompts,  difmiffing  her.  This 
is  ufually  called  keeping  a miftrefs ; but  as 
there  is  no  intention  of  marriage , and  this  is 
only  done  for  the  mere  gratification  of  lufl9 
it  is  not  only  a very  evil  example  to  others, 
and  a defiance  of  the  laws  and  good  order  of 
fociety,  but  doubtlefs  comes  under  the  con- 
demnation, as  it  muft  be  ranked  under  the  de- 
fcription,  of fornication  and  whoredom . 

This  was  not  the  fituation  of  the  D*J or 
•f  concubines  amongft  the  Jews ; thefe  feem 
to  have  been  looked  upon  as  wives , though, 
in  fome  refpedts,  of  an  inferior  rank.  They 
were  fo  far  confidered  as  wives , that  the  man 
who  took  them  had  fuch  a propriety  in  them, 
as  to  make  it  a very  great  offence,  if  not  adul- 
tery itfelf,  to  violate  them ; as  appears  in  the 
cafe  of  Jacob's  concubine  Bi/hah.  Reuben9 
the  eldeft  fon  of  Jacobs  had  lain  with  her ; and 

+ Johnfon , in  his  Dictionary,  makes  a concubine 
fignify  “ a woman  kept  in  fornication,  a whore,  a 

ftrumpet :,}  but  no  fuch  meaning  of  the  word 
is  to  be  found  in  the  fcriptures.  It  is  greatly  owing 
to  fuch  interpretations  of  words  which  are  ufed  in  our 
tr  anjlation,  that  we  are  led  to  have  very  falfe  conceptions, 

not  only  of  words,  but  of  whole  paffages,  in  the  facred 
volume. 

So  the  v/ord  adultery — inftead  of  keeping  to  the  un- 
varied  lJfe  of  the  Hebrew  we  make  it  fignify  every 
thing  which  our  ideas  have  annexed  to  the  Englijh  term 
adultery.  At  this  rate,  the  truth  of  fcripture  can  never 
be  fixed,  but  muft  alter  with  the  languages  into  which  it 
may  happen  to  be  tranflated,  or  with  the  ideas  which 
change  of  times,  or  opinions,  may  affix  to  certain  words 
Jn  thofe  languages. 

E 3 "Jacob, 
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"Jacob , Gen.  xlix.  4.  calls  it  “ going  up  to  his 
“ bed  and  defiling  it”  For  this  crime  Reuben 
was  difinherited,  and  put  from  the  right  of 
the firji-born . Compare  Gen.  xlix.  3,4.  with 
I Chron.  v.  1. 

Though  the  children  of  the  concubine  did 
not  inherit  as  the  children  of  the  wife  in  moil 
cafes,  yet  in  one  very  remarkable  one  we  find 
they  did,  and  that  by  the  difpofal  of  God 
Himfelf.  Leah  and  Racbely  are  called  the 
wives  of  Jacoby  Bilhah  and  Zilpah  were  his 
concubines  (as  may  appear  from  Gen.  xxxv. 
22.);  yet  the  children  of  thefie  inherited  the 
land  of  Canaan  equally  with  the  children  of 
the  former , 

I ponfefs  myfelf  not  mafter  enough  of  the 
fubjedt,  to  define  exactly  the  difference  be- 
tween a wife,  and  a concubine,  in 

all  refpedts ; neither  have  I been  fortunate 
enough  to  meet  with  fo  precife  a definition 
in  any  author,  as  to  warrant  a determination 
of  the  queftion.  What  I have  found  upon 
the  fubjedl,  I fubmit  to  the  Reader,  in  the 
notes  below  and  in  the  appendix  to  this 

chapter, 

f The  authors  of  theUniv.  Hift.  (vol.  iii.  p.  14 1.)  call 
the  wives  of  the  firfl  rank , and  the  wives  of 

the  jecond  rank ; “ which  laft,  fay  they,  though  moft 
verfions  render  by  the  word  concubines , harlots , and  prof- 
ct  tituies , yet  in  none  of  thofe  places  of  feripture  where 
cc  the  word  is  ufed,  which  are  about  thirty-fix  in  num- 
<c  ber,  is  any  fuch  finifter  fenfe  implied.”  However, 
they  iiate  a two-fold  difference  between  thefe  and  the 
wives  of  the  firji  rank.  “ Firft — that  the  latter  were 
taken  with  the  ufual  ceremonies,  and  the  former  with- 

x “ out, 
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chapter,  which  he  will  fee  at  the  end  of  tills 
volume. 

This  is  certain,  no  mark  of  difapproba- 
tion  is  fet  upon  concubinage  in  the  fcrip- 
tures, though  they  fpeak  fo  feverely  againft 
whoredom*,  which,  to  me,  is  an  evident  and 
conclutive  proof,  that  there  is  fome  fpecific 
difference  between  them.  Indeed  we  find 
the  owner  of  the  concubine  called  her  husband ; 
flie  his  wife . So  the  text.  Judges  xix.  i.  A 
certain  Levite  took  to  him  7*3  uxo - 

rem pellicem.  Mont.  5 a wife  concubine : and  in 

44  out.  Secondly,  with  refpedf  to  their  authority,  and 
44  the  honour  paid  to  them  and  their  children.” 

This  is  very  clear,  that  the  facred  tongue , made  ufe  of 
by  the  Holy  Ghojl  in  the  fcriptures,  makes  diftindtions, 
which  amount  to  demonftration  of  there  being  no  foun- 
dation for  confounding  the  with  whores  or  har- 

lots. The  words  and  \ ttyh'S  are  fometimes  ufed  for 
the  fame  perfon.  See  Gen.  xxv.  1.  6.  (xxx.  4.  with  xxxv. 
22.)  ; but  t£O^S)  and  POIT  are  never  thus  ufed. 

Calafio  defines  tLoV’S  as — Ancilla  unita  iff  additta  viro 
abfque  fcriptura , i.  e.  contradu  dotali  iff  fponfalihus.  44  An 
44  handmaid  united  and  devoted  to  a man,  or  hufband, 
44  without  writing — /.  e.  without  any  contract  for  dower 
44  or  efpoufals.” 

Bujbequius  exprefsly  affirms,  44  that  a wife  is  diflin- 
44  guifhed  from  a concubine , in  Turkey , merely  by  a 
44  dowry , which  feems  alfo  to  have  been  the  diftindlion 
44  among  the  Jews .”  See  Outlines  of  a new  Com?nentary  on 
Solomon  s Song , (a  moft  ingenious  and  excellent  work) 
p.  21.  written  by  an  author  to  whom  the  world  is  highly 
indebted,  for  44  Obfervations  on  divers  pajfages  of  fcrip~ 
44  ture,”  in  two  volumes  — a work,  which,  by  laying  be- 
fore us  the  manners  and  cuftoms  in  the  Eaf  elucidates 
the  fcriptures  of  the  Old  Teftament  beyond  any  other 
comment  that  has  yet  appeared.  It  may  be  truly  faid  of 
JWr.  Harmer , that  he  has  the  happy  art  of  making  44  dark 
44  things  plain,”  in  a way,  which,  at  the  fame  time  that 
it  injlrutfls,  highly  entertains  the  reader. 

E 4 verfe 
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verfe  3.  he  is  called  vir  ej us.  Mont.  $ 

her  husband , as  we  tranflate  it.  So  the  Fr.  of 
D.  Martin,  fon  mari ; and  this  tranflation 
feems  to  be  very  proper,  becaufe,  the  dam- 
fel’s  father  is  called,  ver.  4.  his  (the  Levite’s) 
(Jin  father-in-law  y and  ver.  5;  the  Levite  is 
called  unn  his  (the  damfel’s  father’s)  fon-in - 
law  ; each  of  thefe  relations  by  marriage  be- 
ing expreffed  by  the  word  }nn«  Surely  this 
affords  a conclufive  proof,  that  the  concubines , 
in  thofe  days,  were  in  fome  fenfe  wives  y but, 
in  what  fenfe,  it  may  be  very  difficult  to  de- 
termine exactly.  The  root  \r\ft  fignifies  to 
contract  affinity  by  marriage . Gen.  xxxiv.  9. 
Jofh.  xxiii.  12.  In  this  laft  paffage,  the 
LXX  render  it  by  Itti yoLiiiae  7roieiv9  to  make 
marriages . So  that  though  we  cannot  ftate 
the  precife  difference  between  the  wife  and 
the  concubine  in  every  particular,  yet  there 
was  too  great  a fimilarity  between  them,  not 
to  be  both  widely  different  from  what  we 
call  a kept  mifrefs , in  whom  the  man  claims 
not  a jot  more  property,  than  in  an  horfe 
hired  for  a day’s  journey,  nor  is  more  care 
or  concern  ufually  taken  about  them,  when 
once  the  fancy  or  humour  of  the  keeper  leads 
him  to  relolve  upon  difmiffion. 

The  remedy  of  this  mifchief  depends  on 
that  of  the  others  which  have  been  mention- 
ed 9 all  muft  ftand  or  fall  together. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP.  III. 

Of  Adultery. 

I COME  now  to  confxder  an  offence  againfl; 

the  pofitive  precepts  of  God,  which  is  of 
the  moft  malignant  kind,  that  of  commerce  be- 
tween the  J exes , where  the  woman  is  the  wife , 
confequently  the  inviolable  and  unalienable 
property  of  mother  man. 

1 his  is  truly  and  properly  adultery,  and  de- 
fcribed  in  the  Jeventh  commandment  by  a 
word,  which,  throughout  the  whole  Hebrew 
fcriptures,  is  confined  to  that  Angle  idea. 
Hen  ce  it  is,  that  it  is  ufed,  in  a figurative 
fenfe,  to  denote  the  turning  from  God  to  the 
worfhip  of  idols . God  calls  himfelf  the  huf- 
hand  of  His  church ; the  church  is  repre- 
fented  under  the  figure  of  a fpoufe  or  wife  ; 
therefore,  apoftatizing  from  Jehovah  to  idols, 
is  called,  in  a fpiritual  fenfe,  adultery , If.  liv.  5. 
* Thy  Maker  is  thine  hujba72d . Jer.  iii.  14. 

* The  words  in  the  original  are  in  the 

plural  number,  thy  hufbands^  thy  makers  5 then  follows, 
Jehovah  Sabaoth  is  his  name.  Surely  here,  as  in  Eccl. 
xii.  1.  and  in  many  other  paffages,  the  careful  reader 
muft  fee  a plurality  of  perfons  in  Jehovah  openly  revealed. 
To  imagine,  as  many  do,  that  this  fundamental  of  true 
religion  was  referved  to  the  days  of  the  New  Tejlament , is 
one  of  thofe  confequences  of  ignorance  with  refpeft  to 
the  Hebrew  fcriptures,  under  which  we  Chrijlians  con- 
tent ourfelves. 

Turn M 
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‘Turn,  0 backfliding  children , for  I am  mar- 
ried to  you.  Then  God  complains,  ver.  20* 
Surely  as  a wife  treacheronfy  departs  from  her 
hufband , fo  have  ye  dealt  treacheroufly  with  me, 
O houfe  of  Ifrael , faith  the  Lord  of  hofs. 

It  is  the  misfortune  of  ours,  as  of  all  arbi- 
trary languages,  to  want  •f  precifion  ; fo  that 

when 

+ One  great  reafon  of  which  is,  the  aptnefs  of  fuch 
languages  to  acquire  new  meanings  by  length  of  time. 
This  is  remarkably  the  cafe  with  ours  ; for  inftance,  the 
word  knave  formerly  meant  a boy — a male  child — then  a 
fervant  boy , and  by  degrees,  any  fervant  man.  In  fome  old 
Englifh  tranflations,  I am  told,  that  rictuAo? 

Xp/rs,  is  rendered,  Paul  a knave  of  Jefus  Chrifl.  Thefe 
meanings  are  obfolete,  and  now  it  fignifies  a petty  rafcal , 
a fcoundrel , a dijhoneft  fellow.  See  Phillips's  Di£l.  and 
Johnfon.  So  the  word  lujl , which  now  generally,  if  not 
only,  carries  with  it  an  idea  of  fomething  filthy  and  un- 
lawful^ was  ufed  by  the  tranflators  of  the  Bible  to  fignify 
lawful  ire,  (Deut.  xii.  15.  xiv.  26.)  as  well  as  that 
which  is  evil.  In  Phillips's  Eng.  Di£l.  6th  edit.  1706, 
the  word  lujl  is  thus  defined — ct  unlawful  paflion  or  de- 
iC  fire — wantonnefs — leachery” — fo  that  its  fignification 
of  defire,  in  a good  fenfe , is  totally  excluded.  But  this 
cannot  affect  the  import  of  the  Hebrew  POX,  or  the  Greek 
ioriQu^iet.  Dr.  Johnfon  (Di6t.  fubvoc.)  defines  it  by, 
I.  Carnal  defire — 2.  Violent  and  irregular  defire.  See  Pf. 
xxxiv.  12.  Prayer  Book  Tranflation.  Other  inftances 
of  fuch  mutation  might  be  given.  But  this  cannot  be 
the  cafe  with  the  Plebrew  language  ; if  it  could,  it  muff 
ceafe  to  be  the  word  of  God,  and  become  the  word,  the 
uncertain  word,  of  man. 

In  fhort,  it  would  amount  to  a creation  of  new  laws , 
which  flill  muft  vary  with  the  new  ufe  of  words,  and 
thus,  from  time  to  time,  create  new  offences , in  propor- 
tion to  words  acquiring  new  meanings.  But  the  mind 
of  God  hath  been  gracioufly  delivered  to  us  in  a lan- 
guage as  unchangeable  and  fixed  as  it f elf.  Therefore, 
what  the  words  meant  when  recorded  by  the  facred penmen , 
they  mean  to  this  hour,  and  will  mean  for  ever — for 

which 
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when  we  fpeak  of  adultery , we  include  in  it 
every  idea  which  is  uiually  affixed  to  the 
word  by  cuftom , whether  right  or  wrong. 
There  is  a * precifion  in  the  Hebrew  lan- 
guage peculiar  to  itfelf;  every  word  is  derived 
from  fome  fixed  root , or  is  itfelf  that  root , 
which  has  a fixed  and  determinate  meaning ; 
and  though  the  word  branch  itfelf  into  ever 
fo  many  different,  and  feemingly  contradic- 
tory fenfes,  yet  the  original  idea  contained  in 
the  root  wall  always  circulate,  as  the  fame  fap 
from  the  root  of  a tree,  will  always  flow 
through  the  Hem  to  the  feveral  branches,  be 

which  very  conclufive  reafon,  it  is  irnpoftlble  that  any 
word  of  the  Old  Teftament  can  acquire  a new  meaning 
under  the  New  Teftament.  Wherefore  the  word 
adultery , can  never  admit  of  any  other  meaning  or  con- 
ftrudtion,  than  it  received  in  the  books  of  Mofes  and  the 
prophets — what  that  was,  will  appear  in  the  fequel. 

How  arbitrary  languages  have  always  been  fubjedt  to 
change,  by  their  being  governed  by  fafhion  and  cuftom^ 
we  may  learn  from  Horace : 

— -Mortalia  fa<fta  peribunt, 

Nedum  fermonum  ftet  honos,  & gratia  vivax. 

Multa  renafcentur,  quae  jam  cecidere  : cadentque 
Quae  nunc  funt  in  honore  vocabula  ; ft  volet  ufus. 
Quern  penes  arbitrium  eft,  & jus  & norma  loquendi. 

All  things  fhall  perifh,  and  (hall  words  prefume 
To  hold  their  honours  and  immortal  bloom  ? 

Many  fhall  rife,  that  now  forgotten  lie. 

Others,  in  prefent  credit,  foon  fhall  die. 

If  cuftom  will,  whofe  arbitrary  fway. 

Words,  and  the  forms  of  language,  muft  obey. 

Francis. 

* The  Hebrew  language  is  worthy  its  omnificient  au- 
thor, equally  free  from  deficiency  or  hyperbole  : not  fo  the 
modern  languages  ; they  have  indeed  letters  to  form fioundsy 
but  the  words  they  compofe  are  arbitrary , uncertain , and 
frequently  falfe.  Hutch , Abr,  p.  41. 

they 
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they  ever  fo  many.  From  the  want  of  fuch 
preciiion  in  our  language,  we  are  apt  to  fix 
meanings  to  the  words  of  fcripture,  which, 
when  confidered  in  the  original,  they  will  not 
bear  : and  in  few  are  we  more  miftaken  than 
in  the  meaning  (the  fcriptural  meaning)  of 
the  word  adultery . 

The  words  of  the  feventh  commandment 
are — tfb — which  we  very  properly  tranf- 
late — Tlhou  Jhalt  not  commit  adultery . But 

what  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  word 
adultery ? The  only  certain  way  to  know 
this,  is  to  confider  its  uniform  fignification 
throughout  the  whole  Hebrew  Bible ; and 
whoever  doth  this,  will  find  that  it  is  never 
ufed  but  to  denote  the  defilement  of  a * be - 

trothed 

* The  learned  authors  of  the  Ant.  Univ . Hift • vol.  iii. 
p.  137.  rightly  obferve,  that  tc  adultery  was  punifhable 
with  death  in  both  parties,  whether  they  were  both 
married,  or  only  the  woman. ” But,  they  add — “ We 
iC  cannot  affirm  the  punifhment  of  a married  man  to 
have  been  the  fame,  who  committed  adultery  with  an 
<c  unmarried  woman”  This  folecifm  of  <c  a married 
man’s  committing  adultery  with  an  unmarried  woman” 
arifes  from  the  popular  and  improper  ideas  which  are  an- 
nexed to  the  Englifh  word  adultery , and  from  not  at- 
tending to  the  fingle  and  only  idea  annexed  to  the  He- 
brew throughout  the  Bible.  Confidently  with  this, 
Anthonius  Matthaus,  the  civilian,  affirms,  that  “ adul- 
<c  tery  cannot  be  committed  between  a married  man  and 
<c  an  unmarried  woman.”  This  is  certainly  true  ; be-: 
caufe  no  trace  of  fuch  an  ufe  of  the  word  is  to  be  found 
throughout  the  Bible. 

$.nd  indeed,  the  fixing  a determinate  meaning  to  the 
Word  ?)R3  adultery , was  of  the  utinoft  importance,  for 
every  man  who  committed  adultery  was  guilty  of  a capi- 
tal crime,  and  liable  to  be  punifhed  with  death.  — This 

Was, 
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frothed  cr  married  woman  ; except  in  the  fi- 
gurative fenfe  above  mentioned,  with  refpedt 

V ' / to 

was,  therefore,  too  ferious  a matter  to  be  left  in  a {late 
of  uncertainty,  refpe&ing  what  did  or  did  not  conftitute 
the  offence. 

What  JVetJiein  fays  on  Mark  x.  12.  is  worth  attending 
to  on  this  point.  — Potior  a fuiffe  jura  mariti  quam  uyoris 
inde  manifejlum  eft , quia  uxor  jure  & confuetudine  Judceo- 
rum  erat  in  manu  acpoteftate  viri . Porro  uxor  cum  juvens 
rem  habeas , adulterii  erat  rea  et  morte  punienda  : non  item, 
vir  rem  habeas  cum  innupta  ; quod  etiam  apud  veteres  ChriJ - 
tianos  obtinuit . 

B all  1 . Can.  21.  Ectp  avnp  yvvctiai  ffuvoutvv,  STifla,  fJLti 
ctpz&ztSTco  y&iAw,  Hi  <zropvnctv  Z[x<vrz<nu  ‘vropvov  Kptvo/uzv  t 01- 
*1  ov — ov  [xivjoi  MLVova,  tco  rm  poixeicti  av]ov  uwAyA- 

yztv  ifyKtipali,  zav  zn  z\zvQzpAv  y<ny c«  n AfxApjtA  yivtfl&t 
— 0 y.zv}oi  oropy zv a vx,  a7tokKzic$y\<tz\ai  <rv\i  osrpos  tup  yvveUKOc. 
Ctvl*  (TWOtYUTiCOSy  n fXZV  yvvii  ztaviovIa  atto  '&0pVZtA$ 
*rov  ctvd'pct  &u]n  'srapa.J'zfjziai,  0 Xz  ctvtip  \a\&v§zigcjlv  *Tav  oiwv 
Av^is  ctTToorz/x^zi.  Kai  tXJmv  Xz  0 Kofoi  ov  pa.S'iof,  u Xz  trvvn- 
Qua  d]a  KiKpctfintz* 

cc  From  hence  it  is  manifeft,  that  the  laws  which  re- 
4C  lated  to  the  hufband  were  more  eligible  than  thofe 
which  related  to  the  wife,  becaufe,  by  the  law  and 
“ cuflom  of  the  Jews , the  wife  was  in  the  hand , and 
“ under  the  power  of  the  hufband.  Moreover,  a wife 
“ having  to  do  with  a young  man  was  guilty  of  adultery , 
“ and  to  be  punifhed  with  death.  But  it  was  not  fo 
<c  with  the  hufband  who  had  an  affair  with  an  unmar- 
tc  ried  woman,  which  alfo  obtained  among  the  antient 

<c  Chriftians .” Bafil , Can.  21.  “ If  a man  cohabiting 

with  a wife,  afterwards,  not  pleafed  with  marriage, 
u fhould  fall  into  fornication , we  judge  fuch  an  one  a 
“ fornicator.— We  have  not  any  canon  (or  rule)  to  bring 
“ him  under  an  accufation  of  adultery , if  the  fin  ihould 
“ be  with  a woman  free  from  marriage— nor  indeed  (hall 
<c  he  that  (thus)  committeth  fornication,  be  fhut  out 
from  cohabitation  with  his  wife  1 fo  that  the  wife  fhall 
receive  t he  nian  returning  from  fornication  to  herfelf^ 
but  the  man  fhall  fend  away  from  his  houfe  a defiled 
v ile.  The  reafon  of  thefe  things  is  not  eafy  to  con- 
ceive,  but  thus  hath  the  cuflom  prevailed. 


It 
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to  idolatry , where  the  fame  idea  is  exactly  pre-* 
ferved. 

In  Lev . xx.  io.  we  have  an  accurate  and 
clear  explanation  of  the  fignificant  word 
as  well  as  of  the  commandment  where  it  is 
found.  If  a man  commit  adultery  with  his 
neighbour  s wife , the  adulterer  and  adulterefs 
fijall  furely  be  put  to  death . What  is  here 
called  committing  adultery  with  his  neighbour  s 
wife , is  called,  Ezek.  xviii.  11.  defiling  his 
neighbour  s wife ; and  Prov.  vi.  29.  going  in  to 
his  neighbour  s wife . If  we  turn  to  Deut. 
xxii.  and  confider  the  expofition  of  the  [event  h 
commandment  which  Mofes  was  directed,  by 
the  Holy  Spirit,  to  deliver  to  the  rifing  gene- 
ration, before  their  entrance  into  Canaan > 
from  ver.  13.  to  ver.  29.  inclufive,  we  fhall. 
find  this  idea  uniformly  preferved  * through- 
out. See  alfo  Lev.  xviii.  20. 

So 


It  is  to  be  obferved,  that  Bafil  lived  in  the  fourth  cen- 
tury. If  the  above  rule  was  of  fo  long  {landing,  as  to 
be  called  oruvtiftucL,  a cuflom , it  proves  demonftrably,  that 
the  very  early  Chrijlians  did  not  confider  adultery  as  re- 
lating to  any  thing  but  to  the  defilement  of  a married  wo- 
man, and  of  courfe,  that  the  interpreting  the  NewTefta- 
ment  fo  as  to  rank  polyga?ny  with  adultery , is  a much 
more  modern  invention  than  is  ufually  fuppofed. 

* 44  Maechatus  eft,  adulteravit,  adulterium  com- 

miftt.  Prov.  vi.  32.  per  metaphoram— Idola  coluit.  fier* 
iii.  9.  Differt  a POT  quod  generaliter  ficortari  fignifi- 
cat,  ut  liquet  ex  Ofeas  iv.  14.  at  hoc  verbum  non 
44  nift  in  nupta?n  competit.  Mercer  in  Pagn. 

44  R.  Solomon  Jarchi  notat  dici  tantum  de  nuptdP 

Leigh's  Crit.  Sacr. 

<c  To  commit  adultery  with  matrons.  See  Litt. 
Di£t.  Maechor.  to  adulterate , to  commit  adultery  [with  a 
44  married  woman]  Prov.  vi.  29,  32—34.  Metaphoric 

3 44  cally, 
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So  ftri£t  is  this  law  with  regard  to  this  of- 
fence, that  it  even  reaches  to  the  defilement 
of  a betrothed  woman,  who,  in  God’s  fight, 
is  reckoned  as  the  man’s  wife  to  whom  Che  is 
betrothed.  If  a man  be  found  lying  with  a wo- 
man married  to  an  hufband , then  they  fall  both 
of  them  diey  both  the  man  that  lay  with  the  wo- 
man, and  the  woman  ; fo  fait  thou  put  away 
evil  from  IfraeL  Deut.  xxii.  22.  By  thefe 
latter  words  we  are  taught,  that  the  fin  or 
adultery,  like  that  of  murder , was  not  to  be 
looked  upon  merely  as  a perfonal  offence, 
which  was  of  no  further  confequence  than  to 
the  parties  committing  it,  but,  if  not  pu- 
nifhed  as  God  commanded,  brought  guilt 
upon  the  very  land  itfelf,  which  could  only 


<c  cal ly,  to  worjhip  idols,  Jer.  iii.  g.  It  differs  from 
*c  TOT*  which  fignifies  whoring  in  general,  as  is  plain 
from  Hofea  iv.  14.  But  this  word  only  belongs  to  in- 
<c  continency  with  a married  woman. 

cc  R . Solomon  farcin  obferves,  it  is  only  ufed  where  a 
6C  married  woman  is  concerned. ” 

Ahen  Ezra  thinks,  that  it  fignifies  all  illicit  commerce , 
even  whoredom — “ But  I fee,  faith  Grotius , on  Exod. 

xx.  14.  that  this  word  is  taken  by  the  Hebrews  in  the 
“ fenfe  of  adultery  only,  and  fo  it  is  tranfiated  in  this 
and  the  other  places  where  it  is  ufed,  by  the  Greeks, 
cc  Latins,  and  other  interpreters.”  See  Leigh,  ib.  and 
margin. 

The  LXX  always  render  it  by  //o/^t/s/rand 
However,  not  to  rely  on  the  faithfulnefs  of  tranjlators^ 
the  accuracy  of  lexicographers,  or  the  wifdom  of  commen- 
tators, either  critical  or  explanatory,  we  muft  have  re- 
course to  the  word  itfelf  in  the  original  ; and  if  we  find, 
that  in  all  its  connections  throughout  the  Hebrew  fcrip— 
tures,  it  never  is  ufed  but  in  one  Jingle  fenfe,  we  are  not 
Warranted  to  put  any  other  upon  it. 
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be  put  away  by  the  punifhment  of  the  of- 
fenders. Then  follows  ver.  22.  If  a damf el 
that  is  a virgin  be  betrothed  unto  an  hujband \ 
and  a man  find  her  in  the  city  and  lie  with  her , 
then  Jhall  ye  bring  them  both  into  the  gate  of 
that  city , and  ye  Jhall ftone  them  with  fiones  that 
they  die  : the  damfely  becaufe  Jhe  cried  not , being 
in  the  city ; and  the  many  becaufe  he  hath 

HUMBLED  HIS  NEIGHBOUR  S WIFE. 

Such  is  the  law  of  the  Most  High 
againft  adultery , or  the  defilement  of  a mans 
wife.  Yet  it  is  not  the  objedt  of  our  muni- 
cipal law  as  any  public  offence  whatfoever. 
The  injured  hufband  may  bring  a civil  adtion 
for  private  damages;  but  neither  the  adulterer > 
nor  the  adulterefs , can  be  indidted  or  punifhed, 
*as  a public  offender,  by  any  one  Jlatutd 

throughout 

* cc  In  the  year  1650*  when  the  ruling  powers  found 
it  for  their  intereft  to  put  on  the  femblance  of  a very 
c*  extraordinary  ftridlnefs  and  purity  of  morals ; not  only 
inceji  and  wilful  adultery  were  made  capital  crimes* 
“ but  alfo  the  repeated  adt  of  keeping  a brothel,  or  com- 
cc  mitting  fornication,  were  (upon  a fecond  conviction) 
made  felony  without  benefit  of  clergy.  But  at  the  re- 
“ ftoration,  when  men,  from  an  abhorrence  of  the  hypo- 
crify  of  the  late  times,  fell  into  a contrary  extreme  of 
««  licentioufnefs,  it  was  not  thought  proper  to  renew  a 
“ law  of  fuch  unfafhionable  rigour.  And  thefe  offences 
<c  have  been  ever  fince  left  to  the  feeble  coercion  of  the 
fpiritual  court , according  to  the  rules  of  the  canon  law ; 
<c  a law  which  has  treated  the  offence  of  incontinence, 
nay  even  adultery  iifelfy  with  a great  aegree  of  tender- 
6C  nefs  and  lenity  ; owing  perhaps  to  the  celibacy  of  its 
« fir compilers.  The  temporal  courts  therefore  take  no 
cognizance  of  the  crime  of  adultery , otherwife  than 
“ as  a private  injury.”  BlackJloney  vol.  iv.  p.  64.  Id. 

vdL  *’  433'  Bifhop 


[ ] 

throughout  our  whole  code  of  laws.  How 
far  this  is  feen  to  be  for  the  comfort  of  fo- 
ciety,  and  the  honour  of  a Cht  ifiian  nation,  let 
others  determine ; I can  only  fay,  that,  if  the 
law  of  God  (which  by  the  way  is  as  clear 
and  pofitive  a law  as  can  be  conceived)  took 
place,  we  fhould  hardly  hear  of  fuch  daily  of- 
fences againft  it,  as  now  difgrace,  difhonour, 
and  defile  the  land.  Such  however  is  the 
tonfiftency  of  our  Jlatute  laws,  luch  their  con- 
formity to  the  law  of  God,  that  they  make  a 
"man  a felon,  and,  but  for  the  benefit  of  clergy , 
liable  to  fuffer  death , if  he  have  two  wives  of 
his  own  ; but  he  may  feduce  and  debauch  as 
many  wives  of  other  people,  as  may  fall  in  his 
way,  and  he  is  free  from  punifhment,  except, 
as  I faid  before,  by  way  of  civil  action  for  the 
wrong  done  to  the  hufband. 

It  is  faid,  indeed,  that  “ * our  law  confi- 
“ ders  marriage  in  no  other  light  but  as  a 
“ civil  contract,  and  leaves  theholinefs  of  the 
“ marriage-ftate  to  the  ecclefiaftical  courts  fi 
but  furely  in  a Chrifiian  land,  6 4 the  holinefs 
“ of  the  marriage-ftate”  ought  to  be  an  ob~ 
jedt  of  the  municipal  laws,  as  of  infinitely 
greater  confequence  to  th z public,  and  to  the 


Bifhop  Burnet , in  his  hiftory  of  the  Reformation, 
fpeaking  of  the  lfate  of  the  church  before  that  period — • 
faith — 44  The  unmarried  {fate  both  of  feculars  and  regu- 
tc  lars  gave  infinite  fcandal  to  the  world  ; for  it  ap- 
44  peared  that  the  retraining  them  from  having  wives  of 
44  their  own , made  them  conclude  that  they  had  a right 
44  to  all  other  mens  : and  the  inferior  clergy  were  no  bet- 
44  ter,  &c.”  See  Crit.  Hijlory  of  England,  p.  141. 

* Blacktone  Comm. 
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peace  and  welfare  of  fociety,  than  many  other 
offences,  which  are  properly  deemed  objects 
of  their  utmoft  feverity.  For  what  are  the 
confequences  of  adultery , even  in  a temporal 
view  ? All  its  evils  cannot  be  reckoned — but 
only  to  mention  a few  : — It  muft  introduce  a 
total  confulion  as  to  the  offspring,  a defeat- 
ing of  rightful  heirs,  an  utter  obfcurity  as  to 
family  defcents  and  pedigrees ; for  where 
adultery  is,  no  man  can  know  his  own  chil- 
dren, or  even  oftenfible  brothers  and  fillers 
afcertain  their  relation  to  each  other  : for 
which,  as  well  as  for  many  other  wife  caufes, 
doubtlefs  it  was  (as  well  as  topreferve  thefanc- 
tity  of  the  marriage-inftitution)  made  capital 
by  the  divine  Lawgiver.  This  we  may 
humbly  prefume  to  be  the  cafe ; for  this  of- 
fence is  introductory  of  that  kind  of  diforder, 
which  muft,  in  the  very  nature  of  it,  tend  to 
deftroy  every  bond  of  civil  and  religious  fo- 
ciety, and  make  the  world,  in  a moral  fenfe, 
a mere  chaos. 

Why  then  is  adultery , notwithftanding  it  is 
fo  condemned  by  the  pofitive  law  of  God, 
fo  frequently,  fo  fhamelefsly,  fo  openly  prac- 
tifed?  It  is  becaufe  the  law  of  God  being 
difregarded  in  the  confcience,  and  not  en- 
forced by  the  laws  of  the  land  in  all  its  ter- 
ror, its  importance  is  not  adverted  to : for 
though  outward  laws  may  not  reach  the 
heart,  yet,  they  frequently,  by  reftraining  the 
outward  acftions  of  men,  may  lead  them  to 
view  fuch  offences  in  a different  light,  than 
when  there  is  no  punifhment  attending  them. 

Such 
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Such  is  the  depravity  of  mankind,  that  we 
find  the  faying  of  the  Preacher  generally  true  : 
Becaufe  fentence  againft  an  evil  work  is  not  ex- 
ecuted jpeedily,  therefore  the  heart  oj  the Jbns  of 
men  is  fully  Jet  in  them  to  do  evil.  Eccl.  viii.  1 1 . 
Impunity  begets  fecurity ; and  this  muft  pro- 
duce and  multiply  tranfgrejjion . 

As  to  thofe  reliques  of  the  Pope's  tyranny  in 
this  country,  commonly  called  the  ecclejiajlical 
courts  their  power  is  but  very  feeble  ; for 
which  I and  every  free  Proteftant  ought  to  be 
thankful.  This  fort  of  imperium  in  imperio, 

* An  inftance  of  the  opprefiion  of  thefe  courts,  and  the 
tyranny  they  exercife  where  they  can,  may  appear  from 
the  following  cafe  : — Ann  Jenkinfon  was  prefented  at  the 
primary  vifitation  of  the  Archbi fnop  of  York,  1777,  for  for- 
nication , {he  being  with  child  by  C.  D.  a Jingle  man.  The 
cafe  was,  that  the  man  had  promijed  her  marriage , not 
only  privately  to  herfelf,  but  alio  before  the  "JuJUce , 
when  (he  fwore  C.  D.  to  be  the  father  of  the  child.  He 
foon  after  married  another  woman.  The  fpiritual  court 
proceeded  againft  the  poor  girl , thus  abandoned  by  the 
man,  and  without  ever  citing  her,  fent  an  e xcommunicatioii 
down,  which  was  red  and  returned  accordingly.  Another 
was  cited  on  fuch  an  account,  but  could  not  take  out  her 
penance , becaufe  ihe  could  not  pay  a certain  fum  of  money 
which  was  demanded  : fo  that  it  is  poftible  ihe  may  alio 
have  been  excommunicated. 

The  late  Mr.  Shenjlone , in  his  works,  vol.  ii.  p.  25 8. 
4th  edit,  gives  feveral  definitions  of  the  word  church. 
Among  others  is  the  following,  viz. — tc  A body  of  peo- 
“ pie  who  too  frequently  harrafs  and  infeft  the  laity  ac- 
“ cording  to  law,  and  who  conceal  their  real  names  un- 
cc  der  that  of  a fpiritual  court  A 

No  man,  fays  Biihop  Burnet , was  more  fenfible  of  the 
abufes  of  the  court  called  the  fpiritual  court , than  Arch- 
biihop  U/her  was.  No  man  knew  the  beginning  and  pro- 
grefs  of  them  better,  nor  was  more  touched  with  the  ill 
tffeds  of  them.  Life  of  Biihop  Bedell}  p.  85. 
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which  excludes  trials  by  juries  in  criminal 
matters,  and  fubftitutes  paper  depofitions  in 
the  place  of  viva  voce  evidence,  is  too  abhor- 
rent from  every  principle  of  our  free  confti- 
tution  to  be  endured  ; and  I am  aftonifhed, 
that  at  the  Reformation,  their  very  being  was 
not  annihilated,  as  that  of  the  Jlar-chamber 
was  afterwards,  16  Car,  I.  Thefe  * courts , 
however,  have  cognizance  of  the  crime  of 
adultery , for  which  they  can  fet  the  offender 
on  a joint  Jlool  in  a white Jheet , under  title  Pe- 
nance; unlefs,  under  title  •f  Commutation , he 

* In  antient  times,  the  King’s  courts,  and  efpecially 
the  Leets , had  power  to  enquire  of  and  punifh  fornication 
and  adultery  \ but  by  13  Ed.  I.  Stat.  4.  called  the  ftatute 
of  circu?nfpe£le  agatis , thefe  matters  were  turned  over  to 
the  ecclefiajlical  courts . See  I Burn , 662,  663.  Alfo 
2 Burn,  144^  145. 

f All  this  wicked  traffic  of  penance  and  commutation 
was  originally  derived  from  the  dodlrine  of  indulgences  ; 
concerning  which,  Tetzel  and  his  afibciates,  when  de- 
ferring the  benefit  of  indulgences , and  the  neceffity  of 
purchasing  them,  a little  before  the  Reformation , thus  ex- 
prefs  themfelves : — 66  The  efficacy  of  indulgences  is  fo 
“ great,  that  the  moft  heinous  fins,  even  if  one  fhould 
“ violate  the  mother  of  God,  would  be  remitted  and  ex- 
“ piated  by  them,  and  the  perfon  freed  both  from  pu- 

nifhment  and  guilt.  For  twelve-pence  you  may  redeem 
« the  foul  of  your  father  out  of  purgatory .” 

\ Tetzel  was  lent  into  Germany , in  the  time  of  Leo  the 
Tenth,  with  a large  cargo  of  indulgences,  which  he  dif- 
pofed  of  for  the  raifing  a fum  of  money  for  the  Pope . 
Tetzel  affirmed,  that  he  could  not  only  pardon  fins  pafi , 
but  alfo  fins  to  come ; whereupon  a German  gentleman 
bought  fuch  a pardon  of  him,  and  afterwards  robbed  Tet- 
zel of  the  money.  Tetzel  threatening  him,  the  other  faid, 
he  had  bought  his  pardon , declaring  that  was  the  fin 
which  he  determined  to  commit.  To  which  Tetzel 
could  not  reply. 
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or  fhe  can  buy  off*  their  fin  and  fhame  with  a 
fum  of  inoney . See  i Burn.  Ecc.  Law,  663, 

quarto.  Whatever  be  the  caufe,  mod  cer- 
tain it  is,  that  the  crime  of  adultery  daily  in- 
creafes  amongft  us,  infomuch,  that  one  would 
think  many  of  the  Britijh  ladies , once  famed 
for  their  modefty,  chaftity,  and  fobriety,  ei- 
ther never  red  their  Bibles  at  all,  or  elfe  only 
that  edition  of  it  which  was  printed  by  the 
company  of  Stationers , in  the  reign  of  Charles 
the  Firjl  (and  for  which  Archbifhop  Laud 
fined  them  feverely  in  the  far- chamber  J 
wherein  they  printed  the  feventh  command- 
ment without  the  word  not , fo  that  it  flood, 
Thou  Jhalt  commit  adultery . 

But  if  in  reading  the  Hebrew  Bible  we  re- 
firain  the  word  adultery  in  the  feventh 
commandment,  to  the  married  woman  only, 
and  to  the  man  who  defiles  her,  do  we  not 
leave  the  man,  who,  having  one  wife , takes 
another  *,  out  of  its  reach  ? I anfwer—  It  is 

not 

* The  wife,  holy,  uniform,  and  connected  fcheme  of 
God’s  moral  government,  with  refpe&  to  the  commerce 
of  the  /exes,  has  two  principal  ends  in  view.  The  one,  to 
prevent  all  confufion  of  ijfue — the  other , to  fee u re  the  fe- 
male fex  from  that  which  muft  lead  to  it.  Therefore  a 
woman’s  going  from  one  man  to  another  is  in  all  cafes  made 
a capital  offence , and  punifhable  with  death.  On  the  other 
hand,  no  man  could  take  a woman,  and  then  wantonly 
forfake  her.  This,  being  apparently  the  fource  of  * adul- 
tery and  projlitution , is  pofitively  forbidden.  The  law 
which  forbids  this,  though  conceived  in  general  terms, 
without  any  limitation  or  exception,  muft,  in  fome  cafes* 
fail  of  the  provihon  it  has  made  lor  the  above  purpoles, 

* Matt.  v.  32. 
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not  for  us  to  judge  in  this  matter,  but  by  the 
rule  of  God’s  word  ; if  that  brings  fuch  a 
cafe  within  the  reach  of  the  /event  h command - 
ment , or  of  any  one  interpretation  of  it  which 
is  to  be  found  in  the  book  of  that  law , then 
fuch  a man  is  condemned : if  otherwife,  he  is 
free — For  where  there  is  no  law , there  is  no 
tranfgrejjion.  Rom.  iv.  15.  And  jin  is  not  un- 
fitted (sK'hoyeiToUy  reckoned , charged > brought  to 
account)  where  there  is  no  law . Rom.  v.  13. 

Bv  the  book  of  the  law , I mean  the  Penta - 
tench , or five  bocks  of  Mojes , delivered  by  God 
himfelf  to  that  cvciincnt  fervant  and  prophet  of 
' the  Most  High,  and  by  him  committed  to 
writing,  and  delivered  to  the  people.  To 
the  book  of  this  law  the  great  apofile  of  the  Gen- 
tiles evidently  refers.  Gal.  iii.  10.  where  he 
fays,  Curfed  is  every  one , that  continueth  not  in 
all  things  which  are  written  in  the  book  of  the 
1. aw,  to  do  them . Our  Lord  s forerunner, 
John  the  Baptifi , declared  the  law  was 
given  by  Mofes , John  i.  17.  There  is  there- 
fore no  law  but  that  which  was  given  by 
God  to  Mojes , nor  was  any  new  law  enadted 
after  the  canon  of  the  Pentateuch  was  doled 
by  the  death  of  Mofes . The  diftindtion  and 
difference  of  moral  good  and  evil  were  then  un- 

without  the  allowance  of  polygamy ; as,  where  the  man 
taking  the  woman  was  married  before.  It  is  therefore 
neceffary  for  us  to  enter  deeply  into  this  queftion  ; which 
I fhall  endeavour  in  the  next  chapter , not  on  the  preca- 
rious footing  of  popular  prejudice  and  vulgar  opinion.,  con- 
cluding that  we  are  wifer  than  the  inhabitants  ot  more 
extenfive  parts  of  the  globe  •,  but  on  the  firm  bafis  of  di- 
vine revelation , concluding  that  God  is  wifer  than  man . 

alterably 
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alterably  fixed,  and  the  nature  of  both  inva- 
riably to  remain  the  fame.  What  God  doeth, 
it  Jhall  be  for  ever ; nothing  can  be  put  to  it, 
nor  any  thing  taken  from  it : and  God  doe  to  it 
that  men  Jhould  fear  before  Him.  Eccl.  iii.  14. 

As  I am  fully  perluaded,  on  the  mod  ma- 
ture deliberation,  that  taking  from  Gods 
law  in  feme  points,  and  adding  to  it  in  others, 
are  the  chief  caufes  of  the  evil  complained  of, 
with  regard  to  the  ruin  of  one  fox,  by  the  luft, 
cruelty,  treachery,  and  perfidy  of  the  other; 
I (hall  examine  the  fubjeft  before  us  the  more 
freely : not  fuppoling  that  polygamy,  being 
made  felony  bythat  fanguinary  ftatute  i Jac.  1. 
c.  11.  is  therefore  ^/?//  in  the  fight  of  God, 
any  more  than*  that  adultery  is  innocent  before 
Him,  or  one  jot  the  more  fo,  becaufe  our  fta- 
tute-book  has  ordained  no  punifhment  for  it 
whatfoever.  Nor  does  its  being  looked  upon 
with  deteftation  and  abhorrence  in  this  part 
of  the  world,  any  more  prove  the  unlawful- 
nefs  of  polygamy  in  the  fight  of  God,  than  the 
approbation  and  practice  of  it  in  other  more 
extenfive  parts  of  * the  globe,  can  prove  its 

lawfulnefs . 

* The  pride  and  felf-importance  fo  natural  to  fallen 
man,  are  the  true  reafons  why  people  of  all  climes  and 
countries  are  apt  to  imagine  themfelves  in  the  right , and 
all  others  who  differ  from  them  in  the  wrong . The  Turk 
defpifes  the  Chrijlian , becaufe  he  is  not  a poly  garni  ft,  the 
Chrijiian  in  his  turn  abhors  the  Turk  becaufe  he  is — 
what  fhall  decide  between  them  ? Cujlom , ufage , preju- 
dice of  education , national  belief,  municipal  laws — have  as 
much  to  plead  on  one  fide  as  on  the  other  : thefe  may 
fay 
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lawfulnefs . All  muft  ftand  or  fall  by  God's 
own  revelation  of  His  own  will,  in  His  own 
law.  To  luppofe  that  His  law  can  be  diffe- 
rent in  different  parts  of  the  world,  which  he 
hath  made , and  upholds  with  the  word  of  His 
power ; or  that  His  one  uniform  jurifdidtion 
doth  not  equally  and  invariably  extend  over 
all  His  reafonable  creatures ; is  to  think  of 
Him  as  the  poor  idolatrous,  ignorant  Syrians 
did — Tfhe  Lord  is  God  qJ  the  hillsy  but  he  is 
not  the  God  of  the  valiies . i Kings  xx.  28. 

Near  akin  to  this,  is  the  fuppolition  that 
God  can  change  his  mind,  and  be  of  one 
mind  in  the  Old  <Teflamenty  and  of  another  in 
the  New  Tl  eft  ament ; if  fo.  He  may  now  have 
changed  His  mind  again,  and  neither  of  thefe 


The  only  decifive  appeal  which  can  be  made,  muft  be  to 
the  Hebrew  fcriptures,  unlefs  we  are  to  fuppofe  that  the 
Great  Moral  Governor  of  the  univerfe  had  no  mind,  or  will 
concerning  the  matter,  or  that  he  left  his  church  and  peo- 
ple in  the  dark  for  four  thoufand  years  together,  touching 
an  affair  of  fuch  infinite  confequence.  As  for  imagining 
that  he  left  the  adjuftment  of  marriage  to  the  days  of  the 
New  Teftament  (which  is  a popular  notion  amongft  us) 
having  fuffcred  the  'Jews  to  live  in  ignorance  and  error 
concerning  it  for  fo  mqny  preceding  ages — this  is  as  falfe 
in  point  ot  fadt,  as  if  it  were  faid,  that  they  lived  without 
any  revelation  at  all.  As  furely  as  the  writings  of  Mofes 
contain  the  law  of  God,  fo  furely  was  the  law  of  ?nar- 
riage  adjufted  and  fettled  in  the  minuteft  particular. 
Among  other  reafons  why  this  muft  neceffarily  have  been 
the  cafe,  is  that  very  conclufive  one,  which  arifes  from 
the  dependence  of  the  lawfulnefs  of  the  ijfue  on  the  law- 
fulnefs of  the  marriage , and  of  courfe  the  prefervation  of 
true  genealogy  throughout  the  whole  JewiJh  difpenfation  ; 
a matter  in  v/hich  our  deareft  and  eternal  intereft  is  con- 
cerned. 


books 
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books  contain  a Angle  fyllable  which  can  be 
depended  upon;  fo  that  after  all  the  pains 
we  can  take  to  acquaint  ourfelves  with  the 
divine  mind  and  will,  we  may  be  as  utter 
Grangers  to  them  as  the  favages  in  America 
are. — But  when  we  fearch  the  indelible  re- 
cords of  truth,  we  find  that  the  attribute  of 
unchangeablenefs  fhines,  with  a diftinguifhed 
luftre  ; I am  Jehovah,  faith  He,  I change  not . 
Mai.  iii.  6.  God  is  one — His  will  is  one — 
therefore  this , no  more  than  Him/ elf,  can 
know  any  alteration,  diminution,  or  change. 
What  was  law  * at  the  beginning  will  be  law 
to  the  end ; and  therefore  what  that  law  is,  as 
touching  the  point  in  queftion,  I will  now 
proceed,  with  the  confidence  which  the  love 
of  truth  infpires,  and  with  a proper  difregard 
for  the  fallacious  and  unfcriptural  reafonings 
of  men,  in  the  freed:  manner  to  confider. 

* This  is  true  even  of  the  ceremonial  law , as  to  its 
meaning  and  fubjlance . It  cannot  be  lei's  true  of  the  mo- 
ral law,  which  is  founded  in  the  relation  which  mankind 
bear  to  God  and  each  other,  and  therefore  mult  be  as 
immutable  as  that  relation  is. 
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CHAP.  IV. 

Of  Polygamy. 

I PROMISED  the  Reader,  that  the  proofs 
for  what  I advance  fhould  be  drawn  from 
the  word  of  God  ; and,  for  my  own  fake,  as 
well  as  that  of  the  truth , I find  myfelf  more 
elpecially  bound  to  keep  this  promife,  with 
refpedt  to  the  fubjedt  before  us  : for  if  I were 
to  go  to  human  authorities,  I fhould  wander 
Into  fuch  an  endlefs  labyrinth  of  difference 
and  contradiction,  as  to  lofe  fight  of  every 
thing  but  fruitlefs  * deputation. 

, i 

* Fruitlefs  indeed  ! For  the  great  Pujfendorf , B.  vi. 
c.  i.  § 17.  fays — cc  Whether  or  no  this  practice  be  re- 
pugnant  to  the  law  of  nature,  is  a point  not  fully  fet- 
*6  tied  among  the  learned.’’  He  then  gives  the  argu- 
ments on  both  fides,  66  leaving  the  decifive  judgment  to 
“ be  pafled  by  the  reader.”  So  that  upon  the  footing  of 
human  wifdom — adhuc  fub  judice  lis  ejl . The  author 
therefore  only  confiders  it  on  the  footing  of  the  divine 
law , conceiving  it  impoffible  to  determine  its  lawfulnefs 
or  unlawfulnefs  in  God’s  fight  by  any  thing  elfe.  Ac- 
cording to  this  law  will  all  men  be  judged  at  the  laft  day  : 
therefore,  to  appeal  to  any  other,  in  matters  of  con- 
ference, is  abfurd  to  the  lall  degree.  There  is  no  other 
principle  or  means  of  difeovering  the  mind  and  will  of 
God  touching  this,  or  any  other  religious  truth,  no 
other  rule  or  meafure  of  judgingand  determiningany  thing 
about  it  or  concerning  it,  but  only  the  writing  from 
whence  it  is  taken,  it  being  wholly  of  divine  revelation, 
and  that  revelation  being  only  exprelfed  in  that  writing. 
See  Dr.  Owen  on  the  Scriptures,  p.  18. 
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That  the  mifchiefs  which  muft  inevitably 
attend  polygamy  on  the  womans  fide,  do  not 
accrue  from  it  on  the  part  of  the  man , is  very 
clear  : and  on  this  principle,  we  may  account 
for  the  total  difference  which  is  put  between 
them  in  the  divine  law - — the  one  punilhed 
with  death , the  other  not  fo  much  as  men- 
tioned in  a criminal  light.  So  far  from  be- 
ing prohibited  or  condemned  by  the  law,  we 
find  it  allowed , owned,  and  even  blejfed  of 
God  : and  in  no  one  inftance,  amongft  the 
many  recorded  in  fcripture,  fo  much  as  dif- 
ap proved. 

By  polygamy , I would  be  underftood  to 
mean  *,  what  the  word  literally  imports,  the 
having  and  cohabiting  with  more  than  one  wife 
at  a time . Whether  taken  together,  as  feems 
to  be  the  cafe  of  king  JehoaJh,  2 ChronK 
xxiv.  3.  or  firft  one  and  then  another,  as  Ja- 
cob, Gen.  xxix.  28.  or  David,  i Sam.  xxv. 
43  ; it  was  this  which  was  allowed  of  God, 
confequentlv  praftifed  by  His  people.  The 
putting  away  or  divorcing  one  woman,  in  order 
to  take  another,  was  as  much  forbidden  in  the 
Old  Teftament  as  in  the  New.  God  fays, 
Deut . xxii.  29.  She  fall  be  his  wife  he  may 

* Polygamy , flridfly  fpeaking,  is  of  two  forts  ; either 
when  one  woman  promifcuoully  admits  of  more  hufbands 
than  one,  or  when  one  man  is  at  the  fame  time  joined  in 
marriage  to  more  than  one  woman — The  former  of  thefe 
is  too  abhorrent  from  nature , reafon , and  fcripture , to  ad- 
mit of  a fingle  argument  in  its  favour,  or  even  to  deferve 
a moment’s  confideraticn.  The  author  therefore,  by  the 
word  polygamy,  only  means  the  latter,  throughout  this 
treatife. 
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not  put  her  away  all  his  days , So  before,  ver.  ig; 
and  again,  Exod.  xxi.  10.  If  he  take  him  ano- 
ther wife , her  food  ( i.  e.  of  the  firjl  wife J her 
raiment , and  her  duty  of  marriage , he  jh all  not 
* diminijh . Putting  away  or  divorcing  a firjl , 
In  order  to  take  a fecondy  is  a palpable  breach 
of  thefe  laws,  and  therefore  treated  by  the 
great  and  infallible  interpreter  of  them  as  a 
heinous  offence  againft  God,  it  being  a breach 
of  that  obligation,  laid  upon  the  man,  to  con- 
fider  his  wife  as  one  flejh  with  himfelf,  and, 
as  fuch,  to  cleave  to  her  for  life,  as  bone  of  his 
honey  fiejh  of  his  flejhy  Gen.  ii.  23;  which  our 
Lord  cites,  and  reafons  upon,  to  prove  the 
abomination  of  fuch  a proceeding,  as  abfo- 
Jutely  contrary  to  the  original  inftitution  of 
the  marriage- bond. 

This,  however,  was  the  common  practice 
of  the  profligate  Jews  of  that  day,  who 
abufed  the  liberty  of  divorce  permitted  by 
Mojes  in  certain  cafes,  to  the  moft  licentious 
purpofes,  fo  as  to  make  marriage  little  better 
than  a pretence  for  gratifying  their  lufls,  di- 
vorcing one9  in  order  to  take  another , and  thus 
profaning  the  holy  ordinance  of  God,  by 
giving  it  no  higher  place  in  their  efteem, 
than  as  a means  of  indulging  their  depraved 
appetites.  A monflrous  practice  ! againft 
which  Christ’s  difcourfe,  Matth. xix. 4,  &c. 
is  levelled,  not  againft  polygamy,  as  confidered 
Amply  in  itfelf.  If  we  interpret  this  palfage 

* j nx  xb  — not  withhold — withdraw  — keep  bach — a* 
eL7rortpn?ziy  LXX  y much  lefs  fhall  h t put  her  away. 
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ns  fuch  an  explanation  of  God's  law  from  the 
beginning,  as  will  ferve  to  prove  all  polygamijls 
are  * adulterers , we  muft  condemn  a large  ge- 
neration of  God's  deareft  fervants  and  chil- 
dren ; and  inftead  of  believing  that  all  thefe 
died  in  faith,  Heb.  xi.  13.  we  muft  fay,  that 
many  of  them  died  in  a ftate  of  unbelief  and 
difobedience ; and  inftead  of  looking  for  Abra- 
ham, Jacob,  David,  6cc.  in  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,  we  muft  look  for  them  in  the  kine- 
dom  of  Satan  ; for  his  they  were,  and  him 
they  ferved,  if  polygamy  be  an  offence  againft 
the  law  from  the  beginning,  under  which  thefe 
people  lived  and  died,  without  the  leaft  re- 
pentance, or  any  figns  of  it,  as  adulterers,  for- 
nicators, and  whoremongers . That  is  the  in- 
fallible -f  confequence  of  the  common  inter- 
pretation of  this  paflage;  for  Christ  does  not 
ground  the  authority  of  what  He  declares  on 
any  new  law  which  he  was  introducing,  but 
on  an  explanation  of  God's  law  from  the  be- 

* Adultery  is  marked  as  a mortal  fin,  Gen.  xx.  9.  in 
the  hiftory  of  Abimelecb  king  of  Gerar ; and  p oh  gamy 
therein  ftands  as  utterly  diftinguiflied  from  it— this  m the 

judgment  of  Jehovah  himfelf.  Comp.  Gen.  xxvi.  0, 
10,  1 1.  See  pod. 

t For  fm  is  the  tranfgreffion  of  the  law.  I John  iii.  4. 
All  unrignteoufnefs  (i.  e.  all  unconformity  to  the  law)  is  fm. 

1 John  v.  17.  The  foul  that  finneth , it  Jhall  die.  F.zek! 
xvm.  4.  The  wages  of  fin  is  death.  Rom.  vi.  23.  Whore- 
mongers and  adulterers  God  will  judge.  Heb.  xui  4.  The 
weak  arguments  which  have  been  made  ufe  of  to'excufc 
polygamy,  as  fome  call  it,  in  the  patriarchs , and 
the  Old-  Teftament  faints,  will  be  fully  conftdered  and 
expoied  in  this  chapter. 

ginning. 
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ginning,  revealed  firft  to  Hdam,  afterwards  re- 
corded by  Mofes,  that  it  might  be  tranfmitted 
to  all  fucceeding  generations,  as  the  one  rule 
of  faith  and  practice,  for  all  thofe  to  whom 
God’s  word  fhould  come,  to  the  end  of  the 
world.  Neither  with  yon  only , faith  Mofes  to 
the  people  (then  prefent  at  the  re-publication 
of  God’s  law,  Deut.  xxix.  14,  15.)  do  I make 
this  covenant  and  this  oath , but  with  him  that 
jlandeth  here  with  us  this  day , before  the  Lord 
our  God,  andalfo  with  him  that  is  not  (or  thofe 
who  are  not)  here  with  us  this  day , i.  e.  with 
all  fucceeding  generations,  till  time  fhali  be 


no  more. 

Therefore  Christ,  fo  far  from  altering, 
changing,  or  deftroying  the  law  deliveied 
from  God  by  Mofes , enters  a caveat  againft 
fuch  a fuppolition  (Matt.  v.  17.)  Think  not 
that  I am  come  to  defroy  the  law  or  the  pro- 
phets I am  not  come  to  defroy,  but  to  fulfil : 
for  verily  I fay  unto  you , till  heaven  and  tai  th 
pdfs,  one  jot  or  one  tittle  fall  in  no  wife  pafs 
from  the  law , ’ till  all  be  fulfilled — rcoc  kv  vtk 
yewiTdi — until  all  things  be  done . Hammond . 

And  again  (Luke  xvi.  17.)  It  is  eafier for  hea- 
ven and  earth  to  pafs , than  one  tittle  of  the  law 
to  fail  This  not  only  damps  unchangeable - 
nefs  upon  the  law , but  upon  its  import , fenfe , 
and  meaning , as  one  and  the  fame  throughout 
all  ages  and  generations,  as  an  invariable 
rule  of  life  for  the  members  of  God’s  vifible 
church  upon  earth,  even  to  the  lead  jot  or 


tittle . 
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Notwithftanding,  as  this  p adage  of  Matt, 
xix.  is  the  chief  ground  on  which  that  ab- 
furd  pofition  is  built,  that  “ Polygamy , though 
“ allowed  under  the  law9  is  forbidden  un- 
“ der  the  gofpel or,  “ though  permitted 
“ under  the  Old  Teftament,  is  * forbidden 

* The  notion  that  marriage  under  the  New  Tefta- 
ment 9 is  different  from  what  it  was  under  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment,  which,  as  will  appear  in  a third  volume  of  this 
work,  is  true  genuine  Popery , reminds  one  of  Moliere's 
Medecin  malgre  lui9  where  Sganarelle  is  fetting 
forth  his  profound  medical  and  anatomical  knowledge  ; 
as  an  inftance  of  the  lafl9  he  places  the  liver  on  the 

right  fide,  and  the  heart  of  the  left. Geronte  fays 

— X)n  ne  peut  pas  mieux  raifonner  fans  doute.  II  n’y  a 
qu  une  feule  chofe  qui  m a choque.  C' eft  V endroit  du  fove 
<3  du  coeur.  II  me  femhle  que  vous  les  placez  autrement 
quils  ne  font . £>ue  le  coeur  eft  du  cote  vauche , le  fove 

du  cote  droit . J 

Sganarelle.  Oui  cela  eftoit  autrefois  ainsi:  mais 
nous  AVONS  change'  tout  cela,  & nous  faifons 
maintenant  la  aiedicine  d une  aiethode  toute 
nouvelle. 

Geronte.  C eft  ce  que  je  ne  ftavois  pas , je  vous  de- 
mande  pardon  de  mon  ignorance. 

Sganarelle.  II  ny  a point  de  mal9  & vous  n eftes 
pas  oblige  d’  eft  re  auffi  habile  que  nous.  J 

“ Geronte.  One  cannot,  doubtlefs,  difeourfe  bet- 
ter on  the  fubjedf.  There  is  but  one  thing  that  has 
“ difpleafed  me— I mean  the  fituation  of  the* liver  and 
“ the  heart.— It  feems  to  me,  that  you  place  them  other- 

wile  than  they  are — that  the  heart  is  on  the  left  lide, 
“ and  the  liver  on  the  right.  J 

Sganarelle.  Yes,  it  was  formerly  fo  ; but  we 
“ have  changed  all  that,  and  now-a-days  we  pradtife 
“ phyfic  after  a method  entirely  new. 

“ Geronte.  That  I did  not  know,  and  I afk  your 

pardon  for  my  ignorance. 

“ Sganarelle.  There’s  no  harm  done.— You  are 
“ not  obliged  to  be  as  fkilful  as  we  are.” 
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« under  the  New"  (as  if  there  could  be  a 
law  in  the  New  Teftament  contradictory  to 
that  in  the  Old  Teftament)  it  may  be  worth 
our  while  to  confider  the  matter  more  mi- 
nutely. 

The  queftion  put  by  the  Pbarifees,  Matt, 
xix.  3.  is  not,  “ whether  it  be  lawful  to 
**  marry  two  wives  at  a time,  or  to  take  one 
“ to  another  t”  but — “ Is  it  lawful ' for  a man 
“ to  put  away  his  wife  for  every  caufeV ’ 
The  queftion  concerns  divorce,  and  divorce 
only.  When  we  confider  who  it  was  that  was 
to  give  the  anfwer,  we  may  be  certain  of  its 
entire  pertinence  to  the  quefion.  It  follows 
(ver.  4,  &c.)  He  anfwered  and  faid  unto  them , 
Have  ye  not  read,  that  He  which  made  them  at 
the  beginning,  made  them  male  and  female,  and 
faid,  For  this  caufe  /ball  a man  leave  father  and 
mother , and  cleave  unto  his  wife,  and  they  twain 
(i.  e.  the  man  and  his  wife)  fall  be  one  fejh? 
wherejore  they  are  no  more  twain,  but  one  fej h. 
What  therefore  God  hath  joined  together,  let  not 
man  put  afunder. 

With  lo  dole,  fo  appofite,  fo  conclufive  an 
anfwer,  grounded  on  the  old  marriage- inftitu- 
tion,  not  on  any  new  difpeniation ; they  ought 
to  have  been  fatisfied  that  divorce  was  unlaw- 
ful. But  they  urge  him  farther,  and  (ver.  7.) 
faid  unto  him — Why  did  Mofes  then  command  to 
give  a writing  of  divorcement,  and  put  her 
away  ? He  faith  unto  them,  Mofes,  becaufe  of 
the  hardnefs  of  your  hearts,  suffered  you  to 
put  away  your  wives,  but  from  the  beginning  it 
* ~ • was 
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was  not  fo  (i.  e.  that  men  (houl&put  away  their 
wives  J.  And  I fay  unto  you , that  whofGever 
fhall  put  away  his  wife , except  it  be  for  forni- 
cation y and  fall  marry  another,  committeth 
adultery ; and  he  who  marneth  her  which  is 
put  away , committeth  adultery . 

This  laft  is  the  verfe  which  has  made  the 
difficulty ; for  if  this  were  meant  to  condemn 
polygamy , it  amounts,  fo  far,  to  a contradiction, 
or.  rather  repeal , of  the  old  law , which  per- 
mitted it;  and  then  more  than  a jot  or  tittle 
has  paffed  from  the  law , If  it  means  that  it 
was  always  Jinful , and  again  ft  the  law  of  God, 
it  condemns,  as  was  before  obferved,  all 
that  ever  praeftifed  it,  and  falls  heavy  on  fome 
of  the  greateft  faints,  tnat  are  recorded  in 
iciipture  as  patterns  of  faith , holme fs , and 
obedience . 

This  difficulty,  like  many  others  in  the 
feriptures,  can  only  be  folved,  by  attending 
to  the  character  of  the  fpeaker,  the  peculiar 
circumftances  of  the  perrons  fpoken  to,  and 
the  particular  occafion  on  which  the  words 
were  fpoken  ; for  want  of  this,  we  are  apt  to 
interpret  the  feriptures  more  by  found  \\ lan 

Jenfe , and  thus  make  them  Jpeak  what  they 
never  meant  J. 

The 


f 
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\ou  then  whofe  judgment  the  right  courfc  would  He 
Know  well  each  antienf  s proper  character  • 

His  fable,  fubject,  fcope  of  every  page  ; 
x.c.jgion^  country,  genius  of  his  age  : 
d ltnouf  all  thefe  at  once  before  your  eyes 
Cavil  you  may,  but  never  criticife. 


Eff.  on  Crit. 
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The  Jews,  at  the  time  of  their  difpute 
with  Christ  on  the  lubjedt  of  divorce , were 
fonder  of  tradition  than  of  the  fcriptures,  and 
of  the  teachings  of  their  rabbies , than  of  the 
law  of  God;  infomuch  that  Christ  charges 
them  ( Matt • xv.  9.)  with  teaching  for  doc- 
trines the  commandments  of  men : and  ( Mark 
vii.  9,  13.)  with  rejeBing  and  making  the  word 
(f  God  of  none  ejfedl,  through  their  tradition. 
There  were  feveral  famous  rabbies , whom 
they  highly  reverenced,  but  particularly  Sham - 
mah , Hilleil y and  Akiba . 

* The  fchool  of  Shammab  taught,  that  a 
man  could  not  be  lawfully  divorced  from  his 
wife,  “unlefs  he  had  found  her  guilty  of  fome 
<(  addon  which  was  really  infamous,  and  con- 

trary  to  the  rules  of  virtue.”  But  the  fchool 
of  Hilleil  *f*,  who  was  Shammatis  difciple, 
taught,  on  the  contrary,  that  “ the  leaf!:  rea- 
u fons  were  fufficient  to  authorize  a man  to 
“ put  away  his  wife . For  example — if  fhe 
“ did  not  drefs  his  victuals  well,  or  if  he 
<c  found  any  other  woman  he  liked  better  A Aki- 
ba was  ftill  more  indulgent  than  Hillelly  for 
he  affirmed  that  “ it  was  fufficient  caufe  for 

€€  a man 

If  fuchrequifites  are  neceflary  forjudgingproperlyof  the 
jhallow  productions  of  mortals,  how  much  more  are  thofe 
abovementioned  neceflary,  that  we  may  judge  aright  ot 
the  deep  things  of  G od. 

* See  CrudeHy  under  divorce. 

t Sbammah  and  Hilleil  are  fuppofed  to  have  lived 
about  an  hundred  years  before  the  deftru&ion  of  the  fe- 
cond  temple.  Some  fay  they  were  cotemporaries  with 
Herod  the  Great,  See  Ant.  Univ.  Hill.  vol.  x.  p.  429,. 
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a man  to  put  away  his  wife , if  £he  were  not 
€€  agreeable  to  her  huiband.” 

Jofephus  and  Philo  ihew  very  fufficiently, 
that  in  their  time  the  Jews  believed  divorce 
to  be  lawful  on  every  trivial  caufe.  That 
the  Pharifces  had  learnt  to  explain  the  tole- 
ration of  Mofes  in  a like  extenfive  manner, 
may  be  gathered  from  the  queftion  which 
they  put  to  our  Saviour.  The  above  ob- 
fervations  may  therefore  ferve  as  a kev  to  the 
fcripture  under  confideration.  The  Pharifees 
(who  afked,  whether  it  was  lawful  for  a man 
to  put  away  his  wife  for  every  caufe  ? J feem  to 
have  been  deeply  tindtured  with  "that  pofition 
of  Hillell,  and  to  have  adopted  that  particular 
caufe  of  divorce  mentioned  by  him,  that  of 
feeing  a woman  they  liked  better,  fo  putting  away 
one  whom  they  liked  lefs,  in  order  to  take  an- 
other whom  they  liked  more.  Againft  this 
Christ  may  be  underftocd  to  level  his  an- 
swer— Whofoever  putteth  away  his  wife,  except 
for  the  caufe  of  fornication,  and  marrieth  another, 
committeth  adultery.  See.  not  as  condemning- 
polygamy  in  itfelf,  againft  which  there  was  110 
law,  but  under  t.;s  particular  circumftance 

Of  Akiba  it  is  faid — Circa  ca  tempera  vlxit — “ he  lived 
“ about,  thofe  times.”  Athan.  Vine. 

Dr.  Owen  on  the  fcripture,  p.  227,  makes  him  armour- 
bearer  to  tne  Pfeudo-Meffias  Barehochab,  in  the  days  of 
Adrian  ; when,  in  the  puri'uit  of  a delign  to  reftore 'their 
temple  and  worfnip , the  Jews  fell  into  a rebellion  acaiuft 
the  Romans  all  the  world  over.  This  was  about  the  year 
135.  hrom  thefe  different  accounts,,  it  feems  probable 
that  mere  was  more  than  one  perfon  of  the  name  of  Aki- 
ie,  or,  as  feme  call  him,  Aquiba. 
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of  unlawful  divorce  to  eftecS  it,  againft  which 
the  law  of  God  was  from  the  beginning . Such 
a thing  was  not  contained  in  Mofes's  permif- 
Jion,  nor  mentioned  therein,  but  was  contrary 
"to  the  very  injiitution  of  marriage ; and,  as  our 
Lord  fhews  clearly,  ver.  4,  5,  6,  virtually 
forbidden  by  the  very  words  of  it.  It  was 
as  unlawful  for  a man  to  put  away  or  divorce 
his  wife  for  another  woman,  as  for  a woman  to 
put  away  or  divorce  her  hulband  for  another 
man:  the  marriage-bond  being  equally  binding 
as  to  the  matter  of  putting  away.  We  may 
alio  obferve,  that  though  the  faints  of  God, 
of  whom  we  read  fo  much  in  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment  *,  p radii  fed  polygamy,  yet  they  did  not 
put  away  one  wife  in  order  to  make  room  for 


cc  % "phc  example  of  the  Heathens  and  Mahometans 
“ may  indeed  be  of  no  great  force  in  the  argument  (or  po- 
“ foamy,  becaufe  it  appears  that  thofe  people  are  guil- 
ty  of  many  violations  of  the  law  of  nature  ; but  the 
polygamy  of.  the  fathers  under  the  old  covenant , is  a rea- 
fon  which  ingenuous  men  mu  ft  contefs  to  be  unan- 
« fwerable.”  See  Puffendorf , lib.  vi.  c.  i.  § *8. 

Some  have  thought,  that  the  examples  of  Abraham , 
Jacob,  and  the  other  Old-Tcftament  faints,  are  too  far 
removed  into  antiquity,  to  ferve  as  proofs  tor  the  lawful - 
nets  of  polygamy- — But  did  ever  any  one  objecft  to  the 
hiftory  of  Cain , as  an  example  ot  the  criminality  ot  mur- 
der or  of  God’s  thoughts  on  that  fubjeil  ? or  does  the 
dpo file,  in  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  fcruple  to  recapitu- 
Jate,  by  name,  thofe  heroes  of  antiquity,  who  did  inch 
miphty  works  by  the  power  of  faith,  as  examples  to  us  . 
[n  fhort,  doth  he  not  allure  us,  Pvom.  xv.  4.  That  what- 
, op  ver  things  were  written  af ore-time,  were  written  for 
"mr  learning  ? But  what  can  we  learn  from  either  the 
precepts  or  examples  of  old  time,  if  we  are  to  iuppofe  that 
hou  has  changed  his  mind  upon  the  fubjects  which  they 

hold  forth  to  us  ? , » 

another . 
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another.  This  was  as  direCtly  forbidden  them 
by  the  law  of  God,  delivered  by  Mofes , as  by 
Christ,  on  the  authority  of  that  law,  to  thefe 
Pharifees . 

Here  I would  obferve,  that  our  tranflators 
of  the  Bible  feem  to  have  paid  too  much  at- 
tention to  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees , in  the 
rendering  the  paflage  referred  to  for  the  juf- 
tification  of  their  doCtrines  about  divorce . 
The  Pharifees  fay,  Mofes  commanded  to  give 
a writing  of  divorcement , and  put  her  away . 
Thus  the  rabbies  conftrued  Dent.  xxiv.  i, 
&c.  in  the  imperative  mood ; and  we,  by  do- 
ing the  fame  in  our  tranflation  of  that  paflage, 
have juftified  their  mifinterpretation,  and  even 
juftify  the  divorced  woman  s going  to  be  an - 
other  man  s wife.  She  may  goy  and  he  another 
mans  wife ; fo  we  tranflate,  verfe  2.  No  mar- 
vel, if  this  be  the  cafe,  that  Christ  is  fup- 
pofed  to  condemn  fomething  which  was  before 
allowed ; whereas  the  whole  paflage  is  fuppo- 
litory  or  hypothetical , and  only  introductory  of 
that  pofitive  law,  ver.  4.  The  whole  fliould 
be  rendered  thus,  if  we  would  avoid  the  ab- 
furdity  of  tuppofing  Mofes  to  command , what 
God  poll  Lively  toibad,  and  to  conflgn  a mar — 
ried  woman  into  the  arms  of  an  adulterer , in 
tne  very  face  of  the  feventh  commandment, 
by  faying,  “ She  may  go  and  he  another  mans 
wife."  ver.  2.  This  would  be  eflabliflflng 
X adultery  by  a folemn  law.  0 

The 

/■ 

learned  Dr.  Uhitbyy  in  order  to  get  rid  of  this 
conicquence,  is  for  fuppofing,  that  thefe  divorces  dif- 

Cr  3 folved 
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The  Hebrew  text  fhould  be  rendered — - 
When , (or  if)  a man  hath  taken  a wife , or  wo- 
man, and  married  her , and  it  come  to  pafs  that 
fke  find  no  favour  in  his  eyes , becaufe  he  hath 
found fiome  uncleannefs  in  her , and  (if)  he  write 
her  a bill  of  divorcement , and  give  it  in  her 
hand , and  fend  her  out  of  his  houfe,  and  fhe 
Jhall  have  departed  out  of  his  houfe , and  (if) 
fhe  go  and  be  another  man s wife , and  if  the 
latter  husband  hate  her , (here  we  explain  the 
1 by  an  if,  why  not  before  ?)  and  write  her  a 
bill  of  divorcement , &c.  or  if  the  latter  husband 
die , which  took  her  to  be  his  wife , her  former 
husband , which  fent  her  away , may  not  take  her 
again  to  his  wife  after  that  fhe  is  defiled,  for 
that  is  abomination  before  the  Lord,  and  thou 
Jhalt  not  caufe  the  land  to  fin , which  the  Lord 
thy  God  giveth  thee  for  an  inheritance . 

Thus  the  Greek  * interpreters  exprefs  the 
fenfe  of  thefe  four  verfes,  and  the  Vulgar 

Latin , 


folved  the  bond  of  marriage ; but  this  is  directly  contrary 
to  what  Christ  afferts,  for  his  whole  argument  fhews, 
that  nothing  can  do  this,  but  adultery  in  the  wife,  i he 
DoCfor  was  certainly  led  into  this  miitake,  by  our  wrong 
tranflation  of  the  paflage,  in  Deut.  xxiv.  I — 4* 

* To  the  teflimonies  here  mentioned,  for  this  inter- 
pretation of  the  Hebrew  text,  we  may  add  that  or  the 
learned  Buxtorf ; who  obferves,  that  in  the  words  or  Mo- 
pes, Dcut.  xxiv.  i — 4.  (fee  Jer.  iii.  1.)  this  one  pro- 
hibition only  is  contained,  — cc  'That  a man  Jhall  net  receive 
again  to  his  bed , a wife  which  he  hath  once  put  away ” 
but  that  the  cuftom  itfelf  of  putting  away  wives , is,  in 
that  place,  neither  approved  by  Mfes , nor  plainly  con- 
demned, but  left  as  it  were  indifferent.  And  the  obfer- 
yation  of  cur  Saviour , that  this  perrnijjion  was  given  by 
Mofes,  becaufe  of  the  hardnej's  of  their  hearts , fufnciently 

makes 
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Latin , yea,  and  the  Chaldee  paraphrafe  may 
be  fo  underftood.  So  Premellius  renders  the 
words,  and  Vatablus  explains  them,  Scripfe- 
ritque  ei  libellum  repudii  & dederit  Ei  in  manu , 
ejeceritque , &c.  If  he foal l have  written  her  a bill 
of  divorce , &c.  “ This  is  not  an  abfolute  fen- 

t€  tence,”  faith  Vatablus , “ but  ought  to  be 
“ joined  to  the  words  following,  which  fhew 
“ that  if  fuch  things  happened,  that  if  a 
iC  man  divorced  his  wife,  and  if  another  took 
iC  her,  the  former  hufband  might  not  take 
“ her  again,  fhe  having  been  defiled.”  Which 
proves  the  fame  thing  contended  for  by  our 
Lord,  in  His  difcourfe  with  the  Pharifeesy 
that  thofe  permijfive  divorces,  which,  fays  He, 
Mofes permitted,  e7rerps^£v  — not,  as  the  Phari- 
fees  would  have  it,  ivsTeihocro,  commanded — 
made  no  difference  as  to  the  marriage-bond  in 
the  fight  of  God.  The  man  who  put  away 
his  wifey  for  no  other  caufe  than  marrying 
another , which  was  the  practice  of  thefe  peo- 
ple, committed  a great  fin,  not  only  by  not 
cleaving  to  his  wife , as  God  had  commanded, 
but  by  putting  her  away  for  another  woman , 
and  thus  caufing  her  to  commit  adultery  with 
another  man.  See  Matt.  v.  32.  And  in  this 
fenfe,  as  accejfary  to  his  divorced  wife's  crime, 

makes  it  appear,  that  the  Mofaical  indulgence  doth  not 
amount  to  an  approbation,  but  fignifies  only  a bare  tole- 
ration, or  connivance,  exempting  from  civil  punifiiment. 
See  P ujfcncl.  b . vi.  c.  1.  § 2^. 

So  Clark  on  Matth.  xix.  8.  intimates,  that  <c  Mofes 
“ permitted  divorce  to  prevent  a greater  civil  mifchief. 
44  He  did  fo  far  allow  of  it,  as  to  exempt  them  that  did 
“ it  from  any  civil  punifiiment,  but  ftill  it  was  a tranf- 
<c  grefiion  of  the  moral  law,  and  fo  a fin  againft  God.” 

G 4 might 
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might  himfelf  be  faid  to  commit  adultery.  But 
more  of  this  hereafter. 

If  thofe  divorces  could  have  operated,  as  a 
dijfolution  of  the  firjl  marriage,  flhe  would  not 
have  been  defiled  by  marrying  another  man; 
but  this  not  being  the  cafe,  fhe  was  defiled  * 
in  the  fight  of  God,  when  put  away  by  unlaw - 
jul  divorce , as  when  fhe  went  to  another  man 
without  any  divorce.  Very  ftriking  are  the 
words  of  Jer.  iii.  i.  Tdhey  fay , If  a man  put 
away  his  wife , and  fhe  go  from  him , and  become 
another  mans , foall  he  return  to  her  again  ? 
fljall  not  that  land  be  greatly  polluted? — But 
where  is  any  thing  like  this  faid  of  polygamy  ? 
That  polygamy  was  pradtifed  throughout  all 
ages  ol  the  Jewifh  ceconomy,  cannot  be  de- 
nied. It  is  equally  evident,  that  it  was  the 
deliberate,  open,  avowed,  and  wilful  practice 
of  the  mofl  holy  and  excellent  of  the  earth , of 
Abraham , the  father  of  the  faithful,  the  friend 
of  God,  II.  xli.  8.  as  well  as  of  the  mofl  il- 
luftrious  of  his  children;  and  this,  without 
the  leaft  reproof  or  rebuke  from  God,  or  the 
moil;  diflant  hint  or  expreffion  of  his  difplea- 
iure,  either  by  Mofes , or  any  other  of  the  pro- 
phets. No  trace  of 'for row,  remorfe,  or  repen- 
tance, touching  this  matter,  is  to  be  found  in 
any  one  inflance,  and  therefore  many  commen- 
tators are  at  a lots  to  maintain  the  Jinfulnefs  of 
polygamy,  but  at  the  expence  of fcripture , rea - 
fen,  and  common  fenfe. 


* The  word  (Dent.  xxiv.  4.)  which  we 
■filed,  is  The  fame  word  is  ufed,  Ezck 

15.  far  violating  another' s wife. 


trail  date  cle- 
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Some  fay — <e  It  was  a fin , but  God  * allow- 
“ ed  it  for  the  hardnefis  of  their  hearts  ” That 
Mofies  fiiffered  (fVfTpsvJ/fv,  permitted,  tolerated ) 
divorce , fo  far  as  not  to  exadt  the  outward 
punifhment  of  it  in  certain  cafes,  is  evident 
from  th efiuppofed  circumftances  in  Dent,  xxiv. 
i,  &c.  But  this  was  in  order  to  avoid  worfe 
miichief  amongft  the  wicked  and  profligate 
part  of  the  community,  fuch  as  mal-treating, 
beating,  or  even  killing  their  hated  wives. 
This  is  what  we  may  fuppofe,  in  part  at  leaft, 
to  be  meant  by  our  Lord,  when  He  fays — 
Mofies,  becaufie  ofi  the  hardnefis  of  your  hearts, 
fiuffered  you  to  put  away  your  wives . This  is 
faid  of  divorce , not  of  “f*  polygamy,  as  plainly 
appears  by  the  words  of  the  text.  And  here- 
in Mofies  feems  to  have  adfed  more  as  a poli- 
tician, than  as  a lawgiver — -by  perniijjion,  not 


* The  idea  of  Jehovah’s  allowance  of  fin,  and  that 
foi  ages  together,  is  placing  him,  in  point  of  holinefs, 
purity,  and  juflice,  below  the  notion  which  the  heathen 
had  of  their  gods — Homer  fays — r~* 


Ot/'  yap  Ipya.  pductftf  tptKum.  Odyff.s.  ver.ts% 

Yet  Jure  the  gods  their  impious  ads  detejl. 

And  honour  juflice,  and  the  righteous  breajl. 

Pope.  See  Pf.  y.  5. 

,f  The  learned  authors  of  the  Univerfal  Hiftory  vol. 
in.  p.  137,  obferve,  that  Mofes,  among  other  things, 
was  forced  to  indulge  them  (the  Jews)  in  polygamy 
Put  what  could  this  have  to  do  with  Abraham , Jacob, 
and  thofe  who  lived  before  Mofes  ? It  is  evident  that  po- 
lygamy^ practifcd  by  the  holieft  of  the  faints,  ages  be- 
fore Mofes  ex.fted  5 therefore,  afcribing  the  praftice  of 
it  to  an  indulgence  of  Mofes , is  as  great  a miftake,  as  af- 
c.ibing  the  original  of  circumcifion  to  the  law  of  Mofes. 
Lomp.  Gen.  xvn.  10—14.  with  John  vii  22. 

by 
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by  commandment , like  that  of  Paul,  1 Cor . 
vii.  6.  It  is  not  faid — God  fuffered  it — but 
~*»Mofes  fuffered  you  to  put  away  your  wives  : 
but,  Christ  adds , from  the  beginning  it  was 
not  so — i.  e.  that  men  fiiould  put  away  their 
wives . Here  is  not  the  lead:  hint  about  po- 


lygamy. 

Can  we  fuppofe,  however,  that  God  fuf- 
fered Abraham , Jacob,  David,  and  otners  of 
His  faints,  to  break  His  law,  and  this  for  the 


hardnefs  of  their  hearts  ? — If  they  had  hearts  of 
jlone,  who  ever  had  an  heart  of  flejh  ? Ezek . 
xi.  19.  Do  not  reafon  and  common-fenfe 
ftart  back  at  fuch  a fuppofition  ? 

Others  have  as  abfurdly  faid,  “ that,  God, 
“ being  the  fovereign,  has  a right  to  difpenfe 
“ with  his  own  laws,  and  having  J done  this, 
<(  polygamy  was  no  fin.” 

We 


J The  elaborate  Noldius , after  long  arguments  upon 
the  fubjedt,  pro  and  con,  of  his  own  and  other  people  s, 
which  may  all  be  feen  Heb.  Part.  Annotat.  225*  con- 
cludes— SanSfos  veteres  polygamos  non  peccafie  coram  Deo, 
quia  habuerunt  difpenfationem  fpecialem  & extraordina - 
riam. — 44  The  old  faints , who  were  polygamies,  did  not 
44  fin  before  God,  becaufe  they  had  a fpecial  and  extraor- 
44  dinary  difpenfation .”  But,  1.  W here  is  fuch  a difpen- 
fation  recorded  ? 2.  The  very  fuppofition  of  fuch  a thing 
is  as  abfurd  as  it  is  profane  ; more  becoming  the  charac- 
ter of  a Pope  of  Pome,  than  of  the  holy  God.  3*  ^ 
idea  of  a fpecial  and  extraordinary ' difpenfation  to  fome,  and 
leaving  others  under  the  guilt  of  fin,  fee  ms  to  be  borrow- 
ed from  the  fpeech  of  one  of  the  doctors  ( Soto)  at  the 
famous  council  of  Trent,  who  faid,  44  he  antient  fa- 
44  thers  had  many  wives  by  difpenfation,  and  the  others, 
44  who  were  not  difpenfed  with,  did  live  in  perpetual 
44  fin  cf  Council  of  Trent , Eng.  Tranf.  by  A . 

Brent,  p.  671.  This  dire&ly  militates  againft  the  univer- 

- jcdity 
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We  find  particular  occalional  inftances  of 
God's  difpeniing  with  the  rigour  of  His  laws 
on  certain  emergencies,  and  for  particular 
purpofes — as  in  David’s  eating  the  few - 
bread , which  it  was  not  lawful for  any  but  the 
priefts  to  eat . Alfo  in  fome  other  inftances 
which  might  be  mentioned.  But  where  do 
we  find  a total  fufpenfion  of  one  of  the  com- 
mandments of  the  moral  law  for  ages  to- 
gether ? If  it  was  as  great  a fin  for  a man  to 
have  two  wives,  as  for  a woman  to  have  two 
hulbands,  why  fufpend  it  on  the  part  of  the 
many  and  not  on  the  part  of  the  woman  ? 
Why  invariably  ordain  punishment  on  one 
lide,  and  not  on  the  other , if  each  was  equally 
finful  againft  the  law  itfelf  ? Doth  God  per- 
vert judgment  ? Or  doth  the  Almighty  pervert 
jujlice  f Job  viii8  3.  God  is  no  refpedter  of 
perfons . Adts  x.  34.  He  accept eth  ( i.  e.  with 
undue  and  partial  favour)  no  man  s perfon.  Gal. 
ii.  6.  As  many  as  have  finned  in  the  law,  fall 
be  judged  by  the  law.  Rom.  ii,  11,  12.  Nor 
is  it  conceivable  that  the  righteous  Judge 
of  all  Should  Himfelf  depart  from  the  rule 
laid  down  for  his  vice-gerents , the  judges  of 

fality  of  the  law,  Deut.  xxi.  15,  which  is  conceived  in  as 
general  terms  as  poflible,  and  moft  clearly  fuppofes  that 
any  man  might  have  two  zvives.  The  Levirate , or  lawy 
Deut.  xxv.  5,  6.  which  Noldius  calls  a difpenfation  for 
marrying  the  brother’s  wife,  contrary  to  Lev.  xviii.  16. 
is  very  improperly  called  fo,  it  being  a pofitive  command - 
?nenty  elfablithed  for  a particular  purpofe,  and  both  the  law 
itlelt,  and  the  reafon  of  it  are  there  let  down.  This  is 
not  the  cafe  with  polygamy , lor  there  is  no  law  which  pro- 
hibits it,  nor  any  to  eftabliih  a partial  allowance  of  it. 

the 
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the  earthy  ( Deut . i.  17.)  Te  fall  not  refpecl 
perfons  in  judgment.  No  other  account  then 
can  confidently  be  given  of  the  matter,  than 
what  may  be  gathered  from  the  uniform  and 
unvaried  ufe  of  the  word  — adultery — in 

the  feventh  commandment,  as  relating  to  the 
wife  ; that  is  to  fay,  as  forbidding  polygamy  on 
her  fide,  but  not  to  the  husband  as  forbidding 
polygamy  on  his . 

Others  would  make  the  wife,  holy,  great, 
and  good  men,  who  were  polygamiJlsy  wholly 
ignorant  of  the  law,  as  to  the  true  meaning 
thereof,  and  fay— “ The  times  of  ignorance  God 
<c  winked  at” — wrefting  this  text  ( Acts  xvii. 
30.)  which  fpeaks  of  the  blind  Gentiles , who 
were  without  the  written  law  of  God,  and 
making  it  relate  to  the  Jews , to  whom  were 
committed  the  oracles  of  God.  Rom.  iii.  1,  2. 
But,  waving  this,  was  Abraham,  that  pro- 
phet, Gen.  xx.  7.  whom  God,  from  the  fa- 
miliar intercourse  He  had  with  him,  calls 
His  * friend?  (If.  xli.  8.)  - — was  Jacob,  who 
fpake  with  God face  to  face  (Gen.  xxxii.  30.) 
ignorant?  Could  Moses,  the  facred  penman 
and  expounder  of  the  law,  be  ignorant  ? fo  ig- 
norant, as  not  to  know  its  true  meaning  ? Could 

* God  faith,  Gen.xv  iii.  T9.  Shall  I hide  from  Abraham 
that  thing  which  I do  ? — for  I know  him , that  he  will  com- 
mand his  children  and  his  houjhold  after  him , and  they  /hall 
keep  the  way  of  the  Lord,  to  do  jufice  and  judgment.  How 
Abraham  could  teach  others  to  keep  the  way  of  the  Lord, 
and  yet  be  ignorant  of  it  himfelf,  cannot  eafily  he  con- 
ceived. If  the  blind  lead  the  blind , both  fall  fall  into  the 
ditch.  Matt.  xv.  14. 
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David  be  ignorant  ? If  fo,  to  how  little  pur~ 
pofe  was  his  Jludy  in  it  all  the  day  long  ? Pf. 
cxix.  97.  Are  we  to  fuppofe  Solomon  igno- 
rant, to  whom  God  faid — Lo , I have  given 
thee  a wife  and  underfanding  heart , fo  that  there 
was  none  like  thee  before  thee>  neither  after  thee 
fall  any  arife  like  unto  thee ? 1 Kings  iii.  12. 
See  1 Kings  iv.  29,  &c.  Comp.  Matt.  xii.  42. 
Luke  xi.  31.  Such  a folution  of  the  matter 
will  more  ealily  prove  the  ignorance  of  fuch. 
commentators,  than  their  affertions  prove  ig- 
norance in  the  holieft  and  wifeft  men  that  ever 
lived  under  the  light  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
where  alone  God's  law  is  to  be  found,  and 
on  the  authority  of  which  the  whole  New 
Teftament  can  only  * Hand.  The  kings  of  If 
rael  were  exprefsly  commanded  to  write  a 
copy  of  the  law  with  their  own  hand ; it  was 
to  be  with  them , and  they  were  to  read  in  it 
daily . Deut.  xvii.  18,  19.  The  Priefls  and 
Levites  could  not  be  ignorant ; for  their  lips 
were  to  keep  knowledge , and  the  people  were 
to  Jeek  the  law  at  their  mouth . Mai . ii.  7. 
As  for  the  people,  they  not  only  heard  the  law 
conftantly,  but  were  commanded  to  write  it 

* Ignatius , Epift.  ad  Philadelph.  c.  8.  introduces  a 
lew  faying — 'hav  //»;  \v  ^jols  dpy^&iois  tvpco  \v  too  ’E vcty- 
yyK\co  s 'Tris'ivoo — nifi  invenero  in  antiquis  (vaticiniis) 
Evangel io  non  credo  : which  I heartily  ailent  to,  thus 
paraphrafed — <c  What  I do  not  find  in  Mofes  and  the  pro- 
phets, 1 11  not  believe  in  the  gofpel But  there  is  no 
eif.nger  of  th  is,  no  hazard  of  being  put  to  fuch  a trial ; 
for  certainly  the  New  Teftament  faith  none  other  things 
man  Alojes  and  the  prophets  did  fay  Jhould  come  to  paj's. 
Acts  xxvi.  22.  See  Rom.  xv.  4.  Luke  xxiv.  44,  45. 

upon 
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upon  the  very  door-pojls  of  their  houfes.  Deut . 
vi.  9.  Whatever  elfe,  therefore,  their  poly- 
gamy proceeded  from,  it  could  not  be  derived 
from  ignorance . They  could  not  be  ignorant 
of  the  feventh  commandment ; and  fuppofing 
that  many  of  them,  like  their  dependents  in 
later  times,  loft  fight  of  its  fpintual  intend - 
menty  yet  the  meaning  of  its  outward  letter 
they  could  hardly  be  at  a lofs  for,  efpecially 
as  they  muft  obferve  its  uniform  and  unvaried 
ufe  throughout  the  whole  of  their  fcriptures. 
If,  therefore,  polygamifls  finned  again  ft  the  fe- 
*venth  commandment,  they  did  it  with  their 
eyes  open ; and  whofoever  can  believe  that 
fuch  men  as  we  have  mentioned,  could  do 
this  without  any  fcruple  before-hand,  or  for- 
row  afterwards,  or  the  leaft  fign  of  repent- 
ance, muft  believe  more  than,  for  their  fakes, 
and  the  fake  of  thoufands  of  God’s  faints 
(who  though  not  mentioned  as  p oly garni  ft s9 
doubtlefs  were  fo)  I could  wifti  even  to  fur- 
mife,  or  than  is  in  the  leaft  confident  with 
the  account  which  we  have  of  them  in  the 
holy  fcriptures. 

I fhall  only  obferve  farther  on  this  head, 
of  attributing  the  practice  of  polygamy  by  the 
Old-Teftament  faints  to  ignorance , that  we 
muft  charge  ignorance  on  God’s  high-prieft 
Jehoiada , who  ftands  recorded,  2 Kings  xii. 
and  2 Chron.  xxiv.  as  one  of  the  wifeft,  beft, 
and  greateft  characters  that  ever  lived,  as  like- 
wife  one  of  the  moft  exemplary  promoters  of 
God’s  honour,  and  a chief  inftrument  of  the 
reformation  of  religion  in  Judah , in  the  reign 
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of  king  * JeboaJh.  If  fo,  our  charge  of  igno- 
rance will  not  flop  here,  but  even  reach  the 
Spirit  of  Cod  Himfelf  For  He  fays,  that 
JoaJlj  did  right  in  the  fight  of  the  Lord  all  the 
days  of  Jehoiada  the  priefi , 2 Chronf  xxiv.  2. 
or  (as  it  is  2 Kings  xii.  2.)  all  his  days , wherein 
Jehoiada  the  priefi  mfiruSted  him  ; and  yet  we 
are  told,  ver.  3.  that  Jehoiada  took  for  him 
two  wives,  and  he  begat  fons  and  daughters. 
On  whom  {hall  the  commentator  fix  igno- 
rance ? On  Jehoiada  the  high -priefi,  for 
teaching  his  pupil  king  Jehoafh  to  be  a poly- 
gamifi , by  taking  for  him  two  wives  ? or  on 
Jehoafh , who  received  them,  and  cohabited 
with  them ? or  on  the  Holy  Ghofi , who  bears 
teflimony  to  the  redlitude  of  king  Jehoafh' § 
conduct,  all  his  days  wherein  Jehoiada  the  priefi 
infirudled  him  ? 

The  learned  Bilhop  Patrick , on  2 Chron. 
xxiv.  3.  fays,  that  “ Jehoiada  did  not  take 
“ thefe  two  wives  for  the  king,  but  for  him- 
“ felf.”  Suppofing  it  to  be  fo,  the  proof  of 
the  lawfulness  of  polygamy  in  Jehoiada’s  opi- 
nion is  equally  ftrong.  But  this  fenfe  of  the 
Bifhofi s will  hardly  arife  from  the  pofition 
and  conflrudlion  of  the  Hebrew  text : for  it 
does  not  ftand  in  the  order  of  our  tranflation 
— And  Jehoiada  took  for  him  two  wives— fo  as- 
to  make  him  the  relative  to  Jehoiada  5 but 

uxores  duas  Jehoiada  ei  tulit  E Mont. 

o-rw  KTirr  iV  f 

wives  two  Jehoiada  him  to  brought. And 

So 

* Called  Joash  alfo,  2 Chron . xxiv. 
f ^ certainly  lignifies  to  trike  a wife  for 

2'  ones 
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So  that  the  'fy — to  him — Hands  as  the  relative 
to  the  chief  fubjed  of  the  preceding  verfe, 
which  is  evidently  king  Jehoafh , whofe  hif- 
tory  the  facred  penman  is  here  recording,  as 
a part  of  which  this  addon  of  Jehoiada  i is 
here  related* 

\ 

s?  The  Bijhop  is  confcious  of  a difficulty  in 
his  interpretation,  arifing  from  a conftant  tra- 
dition of  the  J ews , that  the  high-priejl  was  to 
have  but  one  wife  at  a time,  which  was  founded 
on  Lev . xxi.  13,  14.  This  he  endeavours  to 
get  rid  of  by  faying — “ It  is  not  certain  that 
ic  Jehoiada  was  high-prief,  for  he  is  every 
“ where  called  Jehoiada  the  prieft , and  but 
once  only  (ver.  6.)  the  chief P — But 
this  is  no  argument  at  all  againft  his  being 
high-prief , for  Abiathar , who  was  high-prief, 
is  no  where  called  fo  in  the  Old  Teftament,  * 
but  always  the  prief  ; fo  his  father  Ahimelech, 
as  the  Bifiop  himfelf  obferves  on  1 Sam.  xxi.  1 ; 
fo  Eli  the  prieft  1 Sam.  ii.  1 1 ; Zadoc  the  prief  > 

1 Kings  iv.  2.  1 Chron.  xxix.  22 ; and  even 
Aaron  himfelf,  Pf  xcix.  6.  The  title  of 
CM*) — the  chief \ or  heady  which  is  given  to 
Jehoiada,  ver.  6.  fignifies  certainly  more  than 
the  chief  of  one  of  the  courfes  of  priefts.” 

- — His  having  apparently  the  condud  and  ma- 
nagement of  every  thing  * relating  to  the 
temple,  his  anointing  king  Jehoaf  (comp* 

one's  felf—  but  it  alfo  fignifies  to  take  or.  bring  a wife  for 
another.  See  Ezra  ix.  2,  12.  Neh.  xiii,  255  in  which 
paffages  the  word  is  ufed  in  both  thefe  fences. 

* As  well  as  the  entire  management  and  command  over 
all  the  Prieft s and  Levites.  See  2 Chron.  xxiii.  4—8. 

x Kings 
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I Kings  i.  45.)  and  many  other  circumttances 
related  of  him,  befpeak  him  plainly  to  be  no 
lefs  than  high-prieft  ; and  therefore  the  word 
— chief,  or  'head, — denotes  this  here,  as  it 
does  that  Seraiah  was  high-prieft,  2 Kings 
xxv.  18.  For  all  which  reafons  it  feems  clear, 
that  fehoiada  (who  had  before  married  Jeho - 
Jhabeatb , the  fitter  of  king  Ahaziah , 2 Chron. 
xxii.  11.)  took  not  thefe  two  winces  for  him- 
fe If,  but  for  king  Joajh . 

Thefe  things  are  too  plain  not  to  force 
convidtion  on  the  minds  of  many ; therefore 
it  is  that  they  have  faid  with  the  learned  au- 
thor of  the  “ Hflorical  Library” — “ Poly - 
“ gamy , though  not  exprefsly  allowed , is 
“ however  tacitly  implied  in  the  law  of  Mofes.” 
This  is  going  farther  than  thofe  I have  men- 
tioned, but  yet  does  not  come  up  to  the  mat- 
ter. For  if  it  be  forbidden  by  the  feventh 
commandment,  or  by  any  other  law,  it  is  as 
contradictory  to  fcripture  to  fay,  that  it  was 
tacitly  implied , as  that  it  was  exprefsly  allowed . 
This  laft  is  the  truth  ; it  was  exprefsly  allowed , 
and  that  by  God  Himfelf;  a diredt  proof  this, 
that  it  was  not  forbidden  by  th ts fencenth  com- 
mandment, or  by  any  other  law,  unlefs  we 
can  fuppofe  the  all-wife  God  to  be  fo  incon- 
fittent  with  Himfelf,  as  to  forbid , and  yet  al- 
low, the  fame  thing  under  the  fame  circum- 
ftances. 


t That  Seraiah  was  defended  in  a rioht  line  from 
Elea,ar  the  fon  oi  Jar  on,  appears  1 Chron. 

and  of  courfe  fucceeded  to  the  high-priejlhood . As  fuch 
he  is  regiftered.  Ibid. 

VOL.  I. 
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Some  have  found  out,  that  “ polygamy  was 
“ allowed  for  the  more  expeditious  peopling 
€C  of  the  world.” — Suppofing  it  is  a mean  of 
increafing  * population  (which  by  the  way  will 
admit  of  great  doubt)  yet  where  was  the  ufe 
of  this  amongft  the  Jews,  when,  before  their 

* This  common  notion,  or  rather  vulgar  error , is 
adopted  by  St.  Augufiine , De  Civ.  Dei,  lib.  xvi.  c.  38. 
where,  fpeaking  of  the  antient  polygamy , he  fays  it  was 
lawful — ^uoniam  multiplicand ce  pojleritatis  caufa  plures 
uxores  lex  nulla  prohibebat.  “ Becaufe,  for  the  fake  of 
« multiplying  pojlerity , no  law  forbad  many  wives.” — 
Thus  thought  many  of  the  fathers , and  the  Romifh 
church  in  general,  till  the  doctrine  of  difpenfations  was  in- 
troduced ; then  they  faid  it  was  a fin  \ but  God  gave  a 
difipenfation  to  fome  to  pra&ife  it— thus  artfully  making 
the  Holy  God  a difpenfer  with  Jin , and  fetting  an  example 
for  the  Pope’s  firft  making  fins , and  then  difipenfing  with 
them.  But  let  us  fuppofe  ten  men  and  ten  women— can 
it  be  imagined,  that  if  thefe  ten  women  are  each  feverally 
married  to  one  man , they  are  not  likely  to  have  as  many 
children  as  if  they  were  all  married  to  one  of  the  men  ? 
Porter , in  his  Obfervations  on  the  Turks , fays,  p.  292, 
that  the  number  of  children  in  Turkijh  families  is  not 
what  the  idea  of  polygamy  fuggefts  ; that  they  have  not, 
in  general,  fo  many  children  as  are  found  in  common  fa- 
milies of  Chriftians  and  Jews — He  even  ufes  this  as  an 
argument  againft  polygamy.  On  the  other  hand,  many 
have  contended  for  the  permiffion  of  polygamy  as  c‘  a 
“ fpeedier  means  of  peopling  the  world  ; it  appearing, 
that  in  polygamous  countries,  people  abound  more  than  in 
others  that  are  monogamous But  I take  the  real  ftate  of 
• the  cafe,  upon  the  whole,  to  be  this ; wherever  there  are  the 
moft  married  women , there  the  increafe  of  the  people  will  be 
the  greateft.  Polygamy , therefore,  as  tending  to  increafe 
the  number  of  married  women , mult  certainly  tend  to  po- 
pulation. But  then  we  are  to  fuppole,  that  women  who 
are  married  under  polygamous  contra&s,  would  not  other- 
wife  be  married  at  all  ; for  in  no  other  view  can  polygamy 
be  faid  to  increafe  population , in  this  it  certainly  mult. 

entrance 
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entrance  into  Canaan , they  were  as  the Jlars  in 
heaven  for  multitude  ? Deut.  i.  io  ; and  yet 
polygamy  did  not  ceaie  after  their  entrance  into 
the  promifed  land . 

As  for  all  popular  arguments  againft  poly- 
gamy , which  the  wifdom  of  this  world  has  in- 
vented, and  believed  as  fo  many  certain  con- 
clulions  on  the  fide  of  truth,  they  equally 
apply  againft  the  wifdom  and  holinefs  of  God 
in  allowing  it,  as  againft  thofe  who  maintain 
it : therefore,  as  He  will  be  jujlijied  in  His  fay- 
mgs,  and  clear  when  He  is  judged,  Rom.  iii.  4. 
the  beft  anfwer  which  can  be  given,  for  the 
prefent,  is  that  included  in  the  awful  quef- 
tion  of  the  Apoflle , Rom.  ix.  20.  “ Nay  but , 
“ O man , who  art  thou  that  replieft  again/I 

God?”  Though  this  immediately  relates 

to  another  point,  yet  it  is  applicable  to  all  the 
vain  reafonings  of  men  againft  the  difpenfa- 
tions  of  Providence , either  in  the  natural  or 
moral  world.  Which  faid  reafonings,  when 
thoroughly  canvafled,  and  fet  in  their  true 
light,  will  appear  to  be  neither  more  nor  lefs, 
than  the  pleadings  of  human  pride,  on  the  be- 
half of  human  ignorance . Our  prejudices  and 
our  opinions  reciprocally  affe<ft  each  other, 
and,  upon  examination,  they  will  ufually  be 

found  as  much  alike  as  the  image  and  the  mold 
it  is  caft  in. 


Go  wifer  thou,  and  in  thy  fcale  of  fenfe 

Weigh  thy  opinion  againft  Providence - 

“ Call  imperfection  what  thou  fancieft  fuch 
Say,  here  He  gives  too  little—//*™  too  much— 


(c 

<( 


onatch  from  His  hand  the  balance  and  the  rod. 
Kludge  His  jufhce,  be  the  God  of  God 

H 2 
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iC  In  pride,  in  reas’ning  pride,  our  error  lies, 

“ All  quit  their  fphere,  and  ruih  into  the  (kies ; 
i4  And  who  but  wilhes  to  invert  the  laws 
“ Of  order,  fins  again#  th5  eternal  cause. 

“ All  this  dread  order  break— for  whom  ? — for  thee  ? 

“ Vile  worm  ! Oh  madnefs  ! pride  ! impiety  ! 

<c  Go  teach  eternal  wisdom  how  to  rule, 

“ Then  drop  into  thyfelf—  and  be  a foci. 

P rom  pride,  from  pride,  our  very  reas  ning  fprings  * 
<c  Account  for  moral , as  for  nat  ral  things  : 

Why  charge  we  Heaven  in  thofe , in  ikeje  acquit 

tc  In  both,  to  reafon  right , is  to  Jubmitd 

Efiay  on  Man. 

In  fewer,  but  in  fUll  more  forcible  and  hum- 
bling words,  doth  Paul  exprefs  himfelf  to  the 
felf-wife  among  the  Corinthians — and  in  them 
to  us — i Cor.  iii.  i 8,  19- — Let  no  man  deceive 
himfelf— If  any  man  among  you  feem  to  be  wife 
in  this  world — tv  tcc  axth  ~hto: — like  the  phi- 
lofophers,  politicians,  and  rabbies  of  the  age, 
(Guyse)  let  him  become  a fool  that  he  may 
he  wfe—for  the  wifdom  of  this  world  is  fool- 
ishness with  God. 

Though  it  be  befide  my  defign,  in  this 
treatiie,  to  conlider  the  fubjecfs  tnercof  on 
anv  other  footing  than  as  they  appear  in  the 
fcriptures  m,  yet  1 will  to  far  depait  from  my 
purpofe,  as  to  take  notice  of  a popular  argu- 
ment againfi  polygamy,  which,  in  the  minds 
of  l'ome  learned  and  conliderate  men,  has  been 
of  fuch  importance,  as  to  outweigh  all  that 
could  be  faidgor  it.  It  is  this — “ The  males 
f<  and  females  brought  into  the  world  are 
“ nearly  on  a balance,  only  allowing  a little 
« exCefs  on  the  hde  of  the  males  ; whence  it 

“ follows,  that  nature  intends  only  one  wife 

“ for 
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“ for  the  fame  perfon ; if  they  have  more, 
“ fome  others  muft  *go  without  any.”  This 

argument, 

* So  muff  it  be  even  upon  the  principle  of  monogamy  ; 
for  it,  according  to  thcfe  calculators,  there  be  more  males 
than  females , it  is  not  poflible  that  every  man  can  have  a 
wife  ; fome  muft  go  without.  However,  a departure  ei- 
ther way  from  the  original  proportion  of  one  male  and  one 
female , deflroys  all  arguments  which  can  be  drawn  from 
thence  againft  polygamy  ; for  the  precedent  which  this 
might  otherwife  have  been,  being  departed  from  by  the 
Creator  himfelf,  it  of  courfe  ceafes  with  refpedf  to  his 
creatures.  Major  Grant  obferves,  that  a little  excefs  on 
the  fide  of  the  males — “ is  to  make  up  for  the  extraor- 
u dinary  expence  thereof  in  zvar  and  at  fed"— to  which 
others  have  added,  as  a confideration  alfo,  “ the  labo- 
4 6 rious  and  dangerous  employments  in  which  men  are 
“ engaged,  and  women  are  not.”  As  for  zvar— it  is 
written — Whence  come  wars  and  fightings  among  you  ? 
Come  they  not  hence , even  of  your  lujls  (wJWaV,  the  delires 
alter  fenlual  gratifications  j which  war  in  your  members  P 
Y'e  lujl  and  have  not , ye  kill  and  defire  to  have , and  cannot 
obtain,  he.  James  iv.  i,  2.  So  Plato  in  his  Pheedo,  § io. 
Edit.  Cantab.  16735  p.  88  y.cli  ytp  oroKiyao  kcli  aaou 

Xctl  [J.AXAOxJ'zv  aAAo  n <T q (J 00 yet  K.CLI  ell  7 iTT/Ov- 

yiai.  f For  nothing  but  the  body  audits  lufis  (or  evii  de- 
fires ) pt  oduce  wars,  feditions,  battles Can  it  be  rea- 
fonably  fuppofed,  that  the  Almighty,  whofe  gracious  com- 
mand is  Thou  fioalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyfelf  —is  di- 
rected, in  the  proportion  of  males  and  females,  by  the  moft 
horrid  and  fatal  proofs  which  men  are  dailv  giving  of 
their  enmity  to  Him  and  each  other  ! and  that  more  men 
than  women  are  born  into  the  world  on  this  account  ? 

Thefe  wars,  together  with  the  extenfion  of  commerce 
and  the  calls  of  numbcrlefs  artificial  wants  which  luxury 
has  introduced,  certainly  expofe  the  lives  of  men  to  the 
dangers  of  the  fea.  But  who  hath  required  this  at  their 
hands  . — Eet  an  Heathen  give  the  anfwer  i 

Nequicquam  Deus  abfeidit: 

Prudens  oceano  diffociabili 
Terras,  fi  tamen  imp  ice 
Non  tangenda  rates  tranfiliunt  vada . 

Hi 
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argument,  plaufible  as  it  may  feem,  wants 
one  efl’ential  to  folidity,  which  is  truth.  For 

faying 

Audax  omnia  perpeti 

Gens  hum  ana  rult  per  vet  i turn  nefas. 

Hor. 

God  hath  the  realms  of  earth  in  vain 
Divided  by  th’  unhabitable  main, 

If  fhips  profane,  with  fearlefs  pride, 

Bound  o’er  th’  inviolable  tide. 

No  laws,  or  human  or  divine. 

Can  the  prefumptuous  race  of  man  confine. 

Francis. 

God  hath  made  man  upright , but  they  have  fought  out 
many  inventions , faith  Solomon , Feel.  vii.  2Q.  To  ima- 
gine that  the  providential  diipenfations  of  the  all-wise 
God,  are  to  be  accommodated  to  thefe , or  regulated  b\ 
them,  is  furely  too  abfurd  to  bear  an  argument. 

As  for  cc  laborious  employments,  many  of  which  are 
attended  with  danger,  and  which  uiually  fall  to  the 
lhare  of  the  males ,”  let  as  many  of  thefe  be  feledled  as 
can  be  deemed  necefjary , and  then,  againlt  them,  let  us  et 
-—the  many  difeaies  to  which  females  are  peculiarly  liable, 
and  to  which  men  are  not-—  let  us  add  to  tnefe  the  peril  of 
child-birth,  and  then,  this  laft  fuppofed  reafon  for  more 
males  being  born  than  females , will  be  as  groundlefs  as 

the  two  former. 

I fhould  imagine,  that  no  opinions  whatfoever,  how- 
ever falfe  and  abfurd,  are  without  having  reafons  given 
for  them.  Nor  is  it  to  be  doubted,  that,  a Ptolemaijt 
would  give  as  many  realons  for  the  fun  s going  round  the 
earthy  as  a Copernican  would  for  the  earth's  going  round 

the  fun,  . . , 

The  following  queftion  is  faid  to  have  been  once  laid 

before  a certain  very  learned  body  : — V ake  a tub  of  water 
weighing  one  ton  weight — into  which  put  a fahnon  o 
thirty  pounds  weight  ; Why  will  not  the  tub  be  heavier 
than  before  the  fifh  was  put  into  it  ? 1 he  fact  being 
taken  for  granted,  produced  many  wife  reafons  for  it  , 
but  none  were  thought  fo  wife  and  adequate,  as  Cot pot  a 
non  gravant  in  loco  fuo — therefore  the  fijh  being  in  its  p ace 
or  proper  element,  loft  its  power  of  adding  an\  t in2T° 
the  weight  of  the  tub  of  water.  At  laft,  it  was  propoied 
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faying  which,  I will,  by  way  of  juftification, 
tranfcribe  a few  paragraphs  from  Dr.  Fors- 
ter’s “ Obfervations  durmg  a Voyage  round 
“ the  JVorld" — publifhed  1778.  This  inge- 
nious author,  who  feems  to  be  a moft  ftre- 
nuous  mo?iogamiJlj  after  fpeaking  of  “ Mo?io- 
gamy  eftablifhed  in  the  ifles  of  the  South 
“ beaf  very  candidly  fays — “ But  here  I find 
“ myfelf  obliged  to  confefs,  that  I am  not  as 
<c  yet  perfuaded  of  the  great  and  univerfal  ar- 
“ gument  for  monogamy , viz.  the  equal  pro - 
“ portion  of  women  to  men ; as,  in  my  opinion, 
“ it  is  not  clearly  proved  that  this  juft  pro- 
“ portion  holds  place  in  all  countries  and 
“ climates.  On  the  contrary,  I am  of  opi- 
“ nion,  that  the  conftitution  of  food  andcli- 
“ mate,  and  the  prevailing  cuftom  of  mar- 
<€  rying  many  wives,  have,  by  length  of  time, 
“ produced  a confiderable  difparity  between 
“ the  numbers  of  men  and  women  ; fo  that 
“ now,  to  one  man,  feveral  women  are  born. 
li  This  obfervation  is  really  confirmed  by 
“ fa<ft ; for  all  the  voyagers  unanimoufiy 
“ agree,  that  among  all  the  African  nations 
“ polygamy  is  cuftomary ; nor  has  any  one 
“ obierved  that  there  are  men  among  thefe 
nations  without  wives , for  every  one  is 
cc  matched  to  Gne  or  more  females.”  Here  he 
refers  to  Bofnan  s i(  Defcription  of  the 
“ coaft  of  Guineaf  “ who  likewife,”  lays 

to  weigh  the  tub,  both  with  and  without  the  fifli ; when, 
to  the  confufion  of  all  their  reafonings,  the  matter  ended 
as  the  reader  may  conceive. 

H 4 
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the  Dodtor,  “ exprefsly  declares,  that  the 
number  of  women  much  exceeds  that  of 
“ the  men.” — “ When  a polygamous  nation 
ic  lives  in  the  neighbourhood  of  monogamous 
“ nations,  there  is  always  a probability  that 
ic  the  women  neceffary  for  fo  many  men 
<c  who  have  more  than  one  wife,  are  obtained 
“ by  Health,  force,  or  by  commerce  from  the 
“ neighbouring  nations  ; but  in  Africa , all 
“ the  nations  are  polygamous  ; every  man  is 
“ married , and  has-  more  than  one  wife.  He 
“ cannot  procure  thefe  wives  from  the  neigh- 
“ bouring  tribes  where  the  fame  cuftom  pre-. 
“ vails  : it  is  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  a 
€t  clear  and  fettled  point,  that  the  women 
**  born  among  thefe  nations  mud  be  more 
“ numerous  than  the  males. 

ic  Though  the  colonifts  at  the  Cape  of 
“ Good  Hope  are  monogamous , I obierved,  in 
iC  the  various  families  of  the  town  and  coun- 
“ try,  the  number  of*  females  to  prevail/' 
It  has  been  obferved  in  Sweden , more 

“ females 


* Kempfer , on  numbering  the  people  of  Meaco , in  the 
kingdom  of  Japan , found  the  females  to  exceed  the  males. 
in  the  following  proportion  : 

Females,  223,573 
Males,  182,072 

41,501  more  females  than  males. 

Spirit  of  Laws,  vol.  i.  p.  373. 

f How  far  this  obfervation  may  hold  good  in  this  king- 
dom I know  not — but,  being  lately  on  an  occalional  vifit 
to  the  vicar  of  a country  village,  I had  the  curiofity  to 
look  into  the  parifh  regifter  of  births ; I took  ten  years 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  laft  century,  viz*  from  1670  to 

1679, 
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*<  females  than  males  have  been  born  during 
“ the  latter  part  of  this  century — it  is  reported 
“ in  the  kingdom  of  Bantam , even  ten  wo- 
men  are  born  to  cne  man;”  and  refers  to 
<(  Lord  Kaimess  Hi  ft.  of  Man,  vol.  i. 
**  p.  176.”  Montefquieu , Spirit  of  Laws — 
Eng.  Tranf.  4th  edition,  odavo — vol.  i. 
p.  ^74.  mentions  this — “ I confefs,”  fays  he, 
“ if  what  hiftory  tells  us  be  true,  that  at 
“ Bantam  there  are  ten  women  to  one  man, 
“ this  muft  be  a cafe  peculiarly  favourable  to 

lefs  we  can  find  that  God  delivered  to  Mofes 
as  many  different  laws  to  govern  the  addons 
of  His  reafonable  creatures,  as  there  are 
different  parts  of  the  globe  inhabited  by 
them,  fo  as  that  there  is  one  law  for  the  in- 
habitants of  AJia  and  Africa , and  another  for 
thofe  of  Europe , this  fort  of  arguments,  drawn 
from  the  outward  appearances  of  things  in 
different  parts  of  the  world,  proves  nothing 
on  either  fide  of  the  queftion,  but  the  exceeds* 
ing  ignorance  of  mankind  as  touching  the 
ads  and  difpenfations  of  that  infinitely' 
wise  Being,  whofe  judgments  are  unfear ch- 
able,  and  His  ways  paji  finding  out  ! Rom, 
xi.  33. 

The  beft  and  faireft,  and  indeed  the  only 

way  to  get  at  the  truth,  on  this  as  on  every 

% 

1679,  inclufive,  and  there  appeared  to  have  been  born  in 
that  fpace  19  more  males  than  females . 

In  the  fpace  between  1770  to  1779,  inclufive,  the 
number  of  females  born  exceeded  that  of  the  males  by  27. 

other 


polygamy  f 

From  all  this  it  appears  to  me,  that,  un- 
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other  occalion  where  religion  is  concerned, 
is  to  lay  aiide  prejudice,  from  whatever  quar- 
ter it  may  be  derived,  and  to  let  the  Bible 
fpeak  for  itfelf.  Then  we  (hall  fee  that  po- 
lygamy, notwithflanding  the  feventh  com- 
mandment, was  allowed  by  God  Himfelf, 
who,  however  others  might  miftake  it,  muft 
infallibly  know  His  own  mind,  be  perfectly 
acquainted  with  His  own  will,  and  tho- 
roughly underftand  His  own  law . If  He  did 
not  intend  to  allow  polygamy , but  to  prevent 
or  condemn  it,  either  by  the  feventh  com- 
mandment, or  by  fome  other  law,  how  is  it 
poffible  that  He  fliould  make  laws  for  its 
• regulation,  any  more  than  He  fliould  make 
laws  for  the  regulation  of  adultery,  theft,  or 
murder  ? How  is  it  conceivable  that  He 
fhould  give  the  leaf!  countenance  to  it,  or  fo 
exprefs  His  approbation  of  it,  as  even  to  work 
miracles  in  fupport  of  it  ? For  the  making  a 
woman  fruitful  who  was  naturally  barren, 
muft  have  been  the  effedt  of*  fuper natural 
power, — He  bleffed , and  in  a diftinguifhed 
manner  owned  the  iflue — and  declared  it  le- 
gitimate to  all  intents  and  purpofes.  If  this 
be  not  allowance,  what  is  ? As  to  the  firjl, 
namely,  his  making  laws  for  the  regulation  of 
polygamy,  let  us  confider  what  is  written, 
Exod.  xxi.  io.  If  he  (i.  e.  the  hulband)  take 
him  another  wife  (not — in  fo  doing  he  tins 
againft  the  feventh  commandment,  recorded 

* Pf.  cxiii,  9.  He  rnaketh  the  barren  woman  to  keep 
}:oufe,  and  to  be  a joyful  mother  of  children*- 
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in  the  preceding  chapter— but)  her  food,  her 
raiment  (i.  e.  of  the  fir  ft  wife)  and  her  duty  of 
marriage,  he  fall  not  diminijh  -he 

fhall  not fubtrabl  oxwithold,ivL&7roc;$?v\Gei,  LXX. 
Compare  i Cor.  vii.  5.  Here  God  pofitively 
forbids  a negledi,  much  more  the  divorcing  or 
putting  away  the  firf  wife , but  charges  no  Jin 
on  taking  the  Jecond. 

sdly.  When  Jacob  married  Rachel  fhe  was 
barren , and  fo  continued  for  many  years  ; but 
God  did  not  leave  this  as  a punifhment  upon 
her  for  marrying  a man  who  had  another  wife . 
It  is  faid,  Gen.  xxx.  22.  that  God  remembered 
Rachel,  and  God  hearkened  unto  her — and  open- 
ed her  womb — and  floe  conceived  and  bare  a Jon 
— and faid,  God  hath  taken  away  my  reproach. 
Surely  this  paifage  of  fcripture  ought  to  af- 
ford a complete  anfwer  to  thofe  who  bring 
the  words  of  the  marriage-bond,  as  cited  by 
Christ,  Matth.  xix.  They  twain  Jhalt  be  one 
flefh,  to  pro polygamy  finful ; and  lliould  lead 
us  to  conftrue  them,  as  by  this  inftance,  and 
many  others,  the  Lawgiver  Himfelf  ap- 
pears to  have  done  ; that  is  to  fay,  where  a 
woman,  not  betrothed  to  another  man,  unites 
herfelf  in  perform!  knowledge  with  the  man  of 
her  choice,  let  that  man '§ Jituation  be  what  it 
may — they  twain  Jhall  be  one jlejh . How  other- 
wife  do  we  find  fuch  a woman  as  Rachel, 
united  to  Jacob',  who  had  a wife  then  living, 
praying  to  God  for  a bleffing  on  her  inter- 
courfe  with  Jacob,  and  God  hearkening  unto 
her , opening  her  womb,  removing  her  barren- 
nefs,  and  thus,  by  miracle,  taking  away  her 

reproach .? 


[ io8  ] 

reproach  ? We  alfo  find  the  offspring  legiti- 
mate,  and  inheritors  of  the  land  of  Canaan ; 
a plain  proof  that  Jofepb  and  Benjamin  were 
no  kajiards , or  born  out  of  lawful  marriage. 
See  a like  palpable  inftance  of  God's  miracu- 
lous blefling  on  polygamy  in  the  cafe  of  Han- 
nah, i Sam . i.  and  ii. — Thefe  inftances  ferve 
alfo  to  prove,  that,  in  God's  account,  the 
fecond  marriage  is  juft  as  valid  as  the  Jirjl , and 
as  obligatory,  and  that  our  making  it  lefs  Jo 
is  contradictory  to  the  divine  wifdom. 

jdly.  God  bleffed  and  owned  the  iflue. 
How  eminently  this  was  the  cafe  with  regard 
to  Jofepb,  fee  Gen.  xlix.  22 — 26;  to  Samuel , 
fee  1 Sam.  iii.  19.  It  was  exprefsly  command- 
ed, that  a bajlard,  or  fon  of  a woman  who  was 
with  child  by  * whoredom , fhould  not  enter  in- 
to the  congregation  of  the  Lord,  even  to  his 
tenth  generation.  Deutt  xxiii.  2.  But  we  find 
Samuel,  the  offspring  of  J polygamy,  mini  fi- 
tting to  the  Lord  in  the  tabernacle  at  Shiloh, 
even  in  his  very  childhood,  cloat bed  with  a linen 
ephod  before  Eli  the  prieji.  See  this  whole 
hiftory,  1 Sam.  i.  and  ih  Who  then  can 
doubt  of  Samuels  legitimacy,  confiequently 
of  God’s  allowance  of,  and  blefling  on  poly- 
gamy? If  fuch  fecond  marriage  was  in  God's 
account  null  and  void,  as  a fin  againft  the 
original  law  of  marriage,  the  feventh  com- 
mandment, or  any  other  larw  of  God,  no 
mark  of  legitimacy  could  have  been  found  on 

* TTopyyK.  LXX. 

t See  Appendix,  N?  1.  voL  ii. 
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the  i flue  ; for  a null  and  void  marriage  is  tan- 
tamount to  no  marriage  at  all ; and  if  no 
marriage,  no  legitimacy  of  the  iflue  can  pof- 
fibly  be.  In  dead  of  fuch  a bleffing  as  Han- 
nab  obtained,  we  (hould  have  found  her  and 
her  hofband  Elkanab  charged  with  adultery , 
dragged  forth  and  Jloned  to  death  ; for  fo  was 
adultery  to  be  punifhed.  All  this  furnifhes 
us  with  a conclufive  proof,  that  the  having 
more  than  one  wife  with  which  a man  coha- 
bited, was  not  adultery  in  the  fight  of  God  ; 
or,  in  other  words,  that  it  never  was  reckon- 
ed by  Him  any  fin  againfi:  the  /event h com- 
mandment, the  original  marriage- infiitution,  or 
any  other  law  whatfoever . 

4thly.  But  there  is  a paflage  (Deut.  xxi. 
15.)  which  is  exprefs  * to  the  point,  and 
amounts  to  a demonftration  of  God’s  allow- 
ance of  polygamy . If  there  be  to  a man 

— two  wives — (Compare  Gen.  iv.  19. 
1 Sam.  i.  2.  xxx.  5.) — -the  one  beloved, 
and  the  one  hated,  and  they  have  borne  him 

children , both  the  beloved  and  the  hated 

and  if  the firft-born  be  to  the  hated,  then  it fall 
be , when  he  maketb  his  Jons  to  inherit  that  which  he 
hath , that  he  may  not  make  the  fon  of  the  beloved 
firft-born  before  the  fon  of  the  hated,  which  is 
indeed  the  firft-born,  by  giving  him  a double  por- 
tion oft  all  that  he  hath  , for  he  is  the  beginning 

of  his  ftrength,  and  the  right  of  the  firft-born  is 
his . 

Herein  is  a law,  tacitly  implied  at  leaf!,  for  a man 
“ to  have  two  wives.”  Ant.  Univ.  Hid.  vol.  iii.  p. 

141. 


On 


E no  ] 

On  the  footing  of  this  law,  the  marriage  of 
Wwomen  is  equally  lawful , God  calls  them 
both  wives  (for  fo  the  word  D*tM  muft  be  ren- 
dered in  this  place,  as  the  context  fhews 
plainly)  and  He  can’t  be  miftaken,  if  He  calls 
them  fo  they  certainly  were  fo.  If  the  fecond 
wife  bore  the  firft  fon,  that  fon  was  to  inhe- 
rit before  a fon  born  afterwards  of  the  * fir fl 
wife.  Here  the  iffue  is  exprefsly  deemed  le- 
gitimate, and  inheritable  to  the  double  portion  , 
of  the  firft-born  which  could  not  be,  if  the 
fecond  marriage  were  not  deemed  as  lawful 
and  valid  as  the  firft . 

The  wifdom  of  this  world,  as  at  prefent  con- 

ftituted,  would  fay — the  man  was  an  adulterer 
* ^ 

— the fecond  wife  an  adulterefs — our  law  would 
make  the  man  a felon — our  ecclefiaftical  courts 
would  pronounce  the  fecond  marriage  null  and 
void' — the  iffue  would  be  bafiardized — and  our 
devout  people  would  lift  up  their  hands  and 
eyes,  and  deem  the  whole  a monftrous  piece 
of  wickednefs  ! Which  view  of  the  matter 
is  moil;  agreeable  to  the  mind  and  will  of 
God,  muft  be  left  to  the  judicious  reader  to 
determine. 

Dean  Delaney,  who  cannot  venture  to  de- 
ny abfolutely  that  this  text  relates  to  polygamy 
—yet,  in  a note,  endeavours  to  get  rid  of  its 
evidence,  by  faying,  that  “ this  one  expref- 
“ lion — hers  that  was  hated — fee  our  tranfla- 
“ tion — makes  this  law  appear  rather  to  beun- 

* This  could  not  happen  where  there  were  two  wives 
in  fuccejjion . 
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<c  der  flood  of  the  children  of  two  fuccefive 
**  wives.” — But  the  Hebrew  runs  thus* — n-m 

pn — andtbefrf-born Jonbetothe 
hated — fo  that  the  ft  refs  laid  on  the  words  of 
our  tranflation,  her  s that  was  hated \ is  good  for 
nothing.  See  Reflections  on  Polygamy , p.  56. 

The  learned  Dr,  Rut  her  forth  has  alio  taken 
no  fmall  pains,  to  get  rid  of  the  conclufive  evi- 
dence of  this  text  in  favour  of  the  divine  al- 
lowance of  polygamy . That  learned  profeiTor, 
in  his  leCtures  which  he  red  at  Cambridge,  on 
Grotius  de  Jure , found  this  text , in  the  plain 
and  obvious  meaning  of  the  Hebrew , by  no 
means  conformable  to  the  pofition  which  he 
had  laid  down,  that  polygamy  was  contrary  to 
the  law  of  nature ; he  therefore  is  for  fuppo- 
flng  the  two  wives  to  have  been  in  fuccejjion , 
and  that  the  fjrjl-born  was  the  fon  of  the  firft 
wife.  See  Injlitutes  of  Natural  Law , b.  i.  c.ir. 

But  it  is  very  extraordinary,  if  this  were 
the  cafe,  that  it  fhould  not  be  fo  expreifed. 
This  is  a point  of  too  much  confequence,  to 
be  eilablilhed  on  words,  which  do  not  carry 
that  meaning,  and  no  other,  on  the  face  of 
them  : 1 o far  from  it,  the  only  terms  ufed  in 
the  defcription  of  the  women  are — “ The  one 
“ beloved— and  the  one  hated f — who  can  fay 
whub  was  which  ? — confequently,  prefume  to 
determine,  of  which  wife  x\\&frfl-born  was,  in 
point  of  time  ? 

Dr.  Rutherforth , as  well  as  Dr.  Delaney , 
in  his  treatment  of  all  fcriptures  which  op- 
pofe  his  law  of  nature  fcheme,  puts  one  in 
mind  of  Kolbens  account  of  the  Rhinoceros 
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te  This  creature,  in  order  to  get  at  his  prey, 
“ marches  towards  it  in  a right  line , tearing 
“ his  way  very  furioufly  through  all  oppo- 
€<  fition  of  trees  and  buflies.  When  he  is 
“ upon  the  march,  he  is  heard  at  a great  dif- 
“ tance,forcinghisway  through  thick  bufhes, 
“ and  fnapping  of  trees/’ 

As  for  Grotius  and  Puffendorf they  both 
allow  that  the  Jewifh  law  permitted  polygamy, 
as  they  both  declare  ; and  both  mention  this 
text  as  one  proof  of  it.  See  Grot . dejure,  lib. 
ii.  c.  5.  § 9.  Marg.  P offend,  lib.  vi.  c.  1. 
§ 16. — The  like  may  be  laid  ot  the  great  Air. 
Selden , Biff  op  Patrick , and  every  other  learned 
commentator , who  had  not  a very  inter  effing 
reaffon  for  imitating  Peter  Kolbens  Rhinoceros 
above-mentioned. 

One  particular  occafion  of  this  law  feems 
to  have  been,  what  had  happened  in  the  cafe 
of  Leah  and  Rachel , Jacob' s — two 

wives— the  one  beloved  and  the  one  hated . — -See 
Gen.  xxix.  30,  31.  Reuben  was  the  firff-born 
of  Leah — - Jcfeph  of  Rachel . Jacob  difinhe- 
rited  the  fon  of  the  hated,  and  gave  the  right  of 
the  firff'-born  to  the  fon  of  the  beloved — ‘but 
this  was  not  a mere  ad:  of  caprice , and  undue 
preference , againft  the  law  of  inheritance,  up- 
on account  of  Jacob's  partiality  to  Rachel ; 
but  an  ad  of  jufiice,  on  account  of  Reubens 
crime,  who  had  gone  up  to  his  father  s couchy 
and  defiled  his  concubine  Bilhah . — He  there- 
fore difinherited  him,  as  a punifhment,  and 
the  birth-right,  thus  became  Jofeph' s , who 

was 
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Was  the  firfi-botn  of  Jacob  by  Rachel . See 
I Chron.  v.  i,  2. 

As  this  might  have  been  made  a precedent 
among  the  polygamous  Jews,  and  what  had 
been  an  adt  of  jufiice  in  Jacob,  made  ufe  of  to 
juftify  an  indulgence  of  undue  partiality  for 
one  wife  before  another,  to  the  dijherifion  of 
the  firfi-born,  and  to  the  overturning  the  fa- 
cred  rights  he  was  inverted  with,  as  a type  or 
figure  of  Him  that  was  to  come — who,  as  the 
great  antitype,  is Jiyled , “ th z firfi-born  of  every 
“ creature”  Col.  i.  15.— -therefore  this  law 
feems  to  have  been  made,  and  ftands  as  an 
irrefragable  proof  of  the  lawfulnefs  of  poly- 
gamy ; becaufe  it  fcands  as  a proof,  not  only 
of  the  allowed  practice  of  it,  but  of  the  legiti- 
macy of  the  ifiue  in  the  fight  of  God  ; which 
is  evinced  to  demonftration  in  the  above  cafe 
of  Jofieph,  who  could  not  have  inherited  the 
right  of  the  firfi-born,  on  any  other  prin- 
ciple. 

Simeon  was  the  next  fon  of  Leah , but  could 
not  take  the  inheritance,  not  being  the  firfit- 
born  of  his  mother— but  Jofieph  was/  and 
theiefore,  as  the  only  legitimate  heu/',  took  the 
birth -right,  on  the  dijherifion  of  Reuben  the 
firft-born  of  Leah . 

But  farther.  To  fay  polygamy  is  linful 
(Tor  if  it  ever  was  it  certainly  is,  and  if  ever 
it  was  not  it  certainly  is  not,  unlefs  fome  po- 
fitive  law  hath  made  an  alteration,  or  unlefs 
good  and  evil  cnange  their  nature  by  length 
of  tjme,  hr,e  the  faduon  of  our  deaths  ) is  to  * 

^r°L*  ^ I make 
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make  God  the  author  of  'Jin  ; for  * not  to  for- 
bid  that  which  is  evil,  but  even  to  coun- 
tenance and  promote  it,  and  this  uniformly 
for  ages  together,  is  being  fo  far  the  author 
of  it,  and  acceffary  to  it  in  the  higheft  degree. 
— And  fhall  we  dare  to  fay , or  even  to  think , 
that  this  is  chargeable  on  Him  who  is  of 
purer  eyes  than  to  behold  evil,  and  who  cannot 
look  on  iniquity  ? Hab.  i.  13.  God  forbid! 

When  He  is  upbraiding  David,  by  the 
prophet  Nathan , for  his  ingratitude  towards 
His  Almighty  benefactor , (2  Sam.  xii.)  He 
does  it  in  the  following  terms  : ver.  8.  I 
gave  $ thee  thy  mafter s houfe9  and  thy 

master’s 


* Puffendorf  \ b.  vi.  c.  1.  § 16.  observes,  that  the  Mo- 
cc  faical  law  was  fo  far  from  forbidding  this  cuflom,  that 
cc  it  feems  in  feveral  places  to  fuppofe  it  f and  refers  to 
Dent.  xxi.  15.  xvii.  16,  17.  and  2 Sam.  xii.  8. 

J When  Efau  met  Jacob  with  his  wives  and  children, 
he  afked — who  are  thofe  with  thee  f and  Jacob  laid  The 
children  which  God  hath  graciously  given  thy  fervant. 
Gen.  xxxiii.  5.  Now,  can  we  fuppofe  that  God’s  gra- 
cious gifts  are  peculiarly  bellowed  on  a£ts  of  rebellion 
againfl  Has  pofitive  laws  ? \ et  we  mull  either  fuppofe 
this,  or  that  Jacob7 s ■polygamy  was  no  tranlgrefiion  of  the 
law. — See  Gen.  xxx.  16,  17,  18,  another  remarkable 
inflance  of  God’s  fpecial  bleffing  on  polygamy* 

The  mention  of  Efau  reminds  me  ot  a remarkable 
part  of  his  hillory.  He  took  two  wives , both  Hittitcs9 
idolatrefles — which  were  a grief  of  mind  unto  Ifaac , and  to 
Rebekah.  Gen.  xxvi.  34,  35.  But  whence  arofe  this 
grief  of  mind  in  Efau  s parents  ? Not  on  account  of  his 
polygamy,  but  becaufe  he  had  married  heathen  womeii , as 
is  clear  from  xxvii.  46  : therefore  Jacob  is  fent  to  Padan- 
Jram9  that  he  might  not  take  a wife  of  the  daughters  of 
Canaan , but  of  his  mother  s family  ; and  when  Efau  Jaw 

that  the  daughters  of  Canaan  pleafed  not  Ifaac  his  fathn , kt 

went 
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MASTERS  WIVES  INTO  THY  BOFOM,  ClTld  I 

gave  thee  the  houje  of  I s R A e l and  Judah,  and 
if  that  had  been  too  little , I would  moreover  have 

give 7i  thee  fuch  and  fuch  things . 

Can  we  fuppofe  God  giving  more  wives  than 
one  into  David’s  bofom , who  already  had 
more  than  one , if  it  was  fn  in  David  to  tare 
them  ? Can  we  imagine  that  God  fhould 
thus  tranfgrefs  (as  it  were)  His  own  com- 
mandment in  one  inftance,  and  yet  fo  feverc- 
ly  reprove  andchaftife  David  for  breaking  it 
in  another  ? Is  it  not  rather  plain,  from  the 
whole  tranfadtion,  that  David  committed 

went  and  took  a wife  of  the  daughters  of  IJhmoel , unto  the 
wives  which  he  had — but  we  hear  of  no  lamentation  of 
Ifaac  and  Rebekah , over  this  frejh  ad  of  polygamy . As  for 
Jacob , we  read  of  his  return  out  of  Syria  with  no  lefs 
than  four  wives — that  when  he  came  to  Mahanaim , and 
heard  of  Efaii  s approach,  he  rofe  up  that  night,  and  took 
his  two  wives , and  his  two  women  fervants  (called  alfo  his 
wives — See  Gen.  xxx.  4,  9.  and  his  eleven  fonsy  and paffed 
over  the  brook  Jabbock . Gen.  xxxii.  22.  And  Jacob  was 
left  alone , and  there  wrejlled  a man  with  him , &c.  This 
'man  is  called  ver.  30.  God  ; in  Hof.  xii.  4. 

an  angel ; and  ver.  5.  the  Lord  God  of  Hojls — which,  all 
put  together,  fliewf;  us,  that  it  was  not  a mere  man , nor 
created  angely  but  m;r  the  angel  Jehovah— the 

mejfenger  of  the  covenant , Mai.  iii.  1.  who  appeared  often 
in  an  human  form  under  the  Old  Teftament,  in  token  of 
His  future  incarnation  under  the  New  Teftament,  even  the 
viany  the  Gcm-?nan  Christ  J esus  — He  who  is  reprefented 
by  commentators  as  ranking polyga?ny  with  adultery , Matt. 
xix.9.  But  what  was  his  conduct  towards  Jacob  f — Doth 
He  reprove  Him  for  the  fin  of  polyga?ny , in  which  he  was 
living  ? No — He  faidy  "Thy  name  Jhall  no  more  be  called 
Jacob , but  Ifrael ; for  as  a prince  hajl  thou  power  with 
God  and  with  men , and  hafi  prevailed — and  he  blessed 
him  there . Comp.  Deut.  xxvii.  26.  and  Gal.  iii.  10. 

J 2 mortal 
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mortal fin  in  taking  another  living  man’s  wife, 
but  none  in  taking  the  widows  of  the  deceafed 
Saul  ? that  therefore,  though  the  law  of 
God  condemned  the  firfl>  yet  it  did  not  con- 
demn the  fecond ? 

This  paflage  of  2 Sam . xii.  8.  is  fo  conclu- 
five  a proof  of  God’s  allowance  of  polygamy , 
that  writers  on  the  other  iide  of  the  queflion 
have  not  been  able  to  get  rid  of  it,  but  by  a 
downright  corruption  of  the  text.  Inftead 
of  the  plain,  obvious,  and  literal  meaning  of 
the  word  p*n — which  fignifies  the  “ breaft 
“ or  bofom , from  the  throat  to  the  pit  of  the 
“ Jlomach  have  conftrued  it  into  power,  and 
would  tell  us  that  <c  God  gave  Saul’s  wives 
“ into  David’s  power , as  a fovereign,  not  in- 
iC  to  his  bofom  as  an  hujband.,y 

“ Take  this  expreffion  in  its  ftrongeft  and 
iC  mod:  ftriX  fenfe”  (fays  the  late  reverend 
and  learned  * Dean  Delaney , in  a book  called 
€C  Reflexions  on  Polygamy ,”  printed  at  Lon- 
don, 1737,  under  the  name  of  Phileleutherus 
Dublinienfs)  “ as  where  Sarai  tells  Abram 
“ that  file  had  given  her  maid  into  his  bofom , 
(*  (Gen.  xvi.  5.)  what  more  can  be  meant  by 
“ it,  than  that  die  gave  her  into  his  power 
We  have  but  to  look  at  the  whole  context  of 

* This  Reverend  gentleman  is  fo  candid  as  to  tell  us, 

- — 54  that  he  has  ventured  to  differ  from  all  the  commen- 
<c  tators  he  ever  met  with,  in  the  fenfe  of  every  text  re- 

lating  to  this  point  ” — i.  e.  of  Davids  polygamy. — So 
that,  by  his  own  confeffion,  he  ffands  alone,  in  his  inter- 
pretation of  every  text  upon  the  fubjedt.  See  Refledtions 
on  Polygamy , p.  3. 
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that  palTage,  and  this  learned  man’s  question 
receives  a full  and  explicit  anfwer,  and  his 
whole  argument  an  abfolute  refutation.  Gen. 
xvi.  i.  &c.  Now  Sarai,  Abram’s  wife,  bare 
him  no  children , and  fhe  had  an  handmaid , an 
Egyptian,  whofe  name  was  Hagar;  and 
Sarai  faid  unto  Abram,  Behold  now  the 
Lord  hath  refrained  me  from  bearing , I pray 
thee  go  J in  unto  my  maid,  it  may  be  that 
1 may  obtain  children  by  her.  And 
Abram  hearkened  unto  the  voice  of  Sarai  : 
and  Sarai,  Abram’s  wife,  took  Hagar  her 
maid,  the  /Egyptian,  and  gave  her  to  Abram 
to  be  his  wife  and  he  went  in 

unto  Hagar,  and fhe  conceived ; and  when  fie 
faw  that  fhe  had  conceived,  her  mifrefs  was 
defpfed  in  her  eyes:  and  Sarai  Jaid  unto 
Abram,  My  wrong  be  upon  thee ; I have 

GIVEN  MY  MAID  INTO  THY  BOSOM,  and 

when  fhe  faw  that  fe  had  conceived,  I was  de- 
fpfed in  her  eyei ; the  Lord  judge  between  me 

t The  fequel  of  this  chapter  feems  to  afford,  to  every 
candid  mind,  a very  conclufive  proof,  that  this  propofal 
°f  polygamy  to  Abram  by  his  wife  Sarai , was  not  finful , 
neither  Abram's  complying  with  it  in  the  leaft  difpleafing 
to  God  ; for  on  Hagar' s departure  from  Sarai , on  ac- 
count of  hard  ufage , ver.  6.  the  angel  of  the  Lord  recom- 
mends it  to  her  to  return,  and  proinifes  to  multiply  her  peed 
exceedingly , that  it  floould  not  be  numbered  for  multitude — 
tells  her  Jhe Jhould  bear  a fon-~-\gx  — which  promife  was  ful- 
filled, vei . 15.  Now,  for  all  this  to  happen,  in  fupport#/', 
and  as  a bleifing  upon , a polygamous  marriage,  if  fuch 
marriages  were  finful,  and  of  courfe  abominable  in  the  eyes 
of  God,  is,  I freely  own,  paft  every  notion  which  I have 
conceived  of  the  fcripture- character  of  the  holy  God  of 
IfraeL  See  Gen.  xvii.  20. 
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and  thee . This  fcripture  is  too  plain  to  need 
any  comment.  I will  therefore,  alter  ob- 
ferving  that  p^n  no  more  fignifies  power  9 
than  it  fignifies  an  horfe,  only  add,  that  if 
Saul'j  wives  had  not  been  given  into  Da- 
vid  j*  bofom9  in  the  plain  and  ^ ufual  icnfe  of 
that  exprefiion,  the  circumitance  iliell  could 
not  have  afforded  that  ftriking  aggravation, 
fo  beautifully  intimated  in  Nathans  parable, 
of  the  rich  mans  J paring  to  take  of  his  own 
flock , and  his  own  herd , to  drefs  for  the  way - 
faring  man  that  was  come  unto  him , but  taking 

the  poor  man  s lamb , C5 r. 

The  learned  Dean,  as  well  as  fome  other 

commentators  on  this  famous  paflag^,  go  Ifd! 
farther,  and  tell  us,  David  could  not  enjoy 
thefe  widows  of  Saul  as  wives,  becaufe  in 
fo  doing  he  would  have  committed  inceft, 
they  being  mothers- in -law  to  Miciiai., 
Saul’s  daughter,  who  was  David  s wife. 
But  where  is  fuch  an  union  forbidden  ? I have 
carefully  examined  the  degrees  of  affinity  and 
confanguinity  wherein  marriage  is  forbidden, 
and  do  find  a man  muft  not  marry  his  own 
mother-in-law , (Lev.  xviii.  8.)  but  as  to  his 
wife  s mother-in-law , there  is  not  a trace  of 
fuch  an  impediment*  As  lor  Michal  s own 
mother , fhe,  if  living,  muft  be  put  out  of  the 

queftion.  See  Lev.  xviii.  17. 

Thefe  things  being  confidered,  the  obler- 
vations  of  fuch  commentators  evaporate  into 


— uxor  Jinus  tui . Mont. 


* Deut.  xiii.  6.  lpsn  WK 

The  wife  cf  thy  bo fotn • 
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juft  what  Nathan’s  parable  and  remon- 
strance muft  do,  fuppofing  fuch  criticifms  to 
be  true ; that  is  to  fay,  into— nothing  at  all. 
David’s  ingratitude  to  God,  and  to  his 
* worthy  Uriah — were  not  fo  marked  by 
Nathan,  becauie  David  had  a number  of 
women  whom  he  could  not  enjoy ; but  be- 
caufe  he  might  have  enjoyed  them  whenever 
he  pleafed : therefore  his  taking  Uriah’s 
*i vife  was  the  more  inexcufable,  and  his  re- 
bellious ingratitude  againft  God,  who  gave 
him  fo  many  women  into  his  bofom , the  more 
aggravated. 

Thefe  truths  have  not  failed  univerfally  in 
their  influence,  but  have  forced  themfelves 
into  the  confciences  of  fome  j who,  not  be- 
ing able  to  refift  their  conviction,  have  con- 
fefifed  that  “ Polygamy  was  allowed  of  God  to 
“ theJ  ewsy  but  yet  it  is  \ forbidden  to  Chrif- 
“ tians” — which  is  juft  as  true  as  if  it  was 
faid,  that  “ the  people  under  the  Old  Tef- 
“ tament  were  men  and  women,  but  Chrif - 

tians  % are  not  5 for  to  fuppofe  that  the 

human 


* 2 Sam.  xxiii.  39. 

f Polygamy  is  prohibited  among  ChrijUans , but  was 
allowed,  by  Divine  appointment,  among  the  Jews,  Cham- 
bers, Tit.  Polygamy. 

t Or  to  fay  with  fome  of  the  antient  fathers,  who  were 
wifer  than  the  fcriptures,  that  the  crefcite  & multiplica- 
mini  of  the  Old  Teftament  has  nothing  to  do  with 
ChrijUans  under  the  New  Teftament — Quia  hodie,  re- 
pleto  mundo,  non  tarn  neceftarium  quam  olim  ; and 
again— hoc  dictum  pertinere  ad  tempora  ante  Chrijlum , 
non  ad  nos  qui  alio  vivimus  aevo — mundum  jam  non 
defiderare  ill ud  crefcite  & multi plicamini.  The  com- 

I 4 “ mand 
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human  fpecies  is  changed,  is  not  more  abfurd, 
than  to  fuppofe  a change  either  of  the  origi- 
nal defign  of  God  in  the  inftitution  of  mar- 
riage, or  of  the  fenfe  and  meaning  of  the  fe- 
venth  commandment,  as  forbidding  or  con- 
demning that  now,  which  was  not  forbidden 
or  condemned,  either  by  the  one  or  the  other, 
for  fo  many  ages  before . As  for  the  pofitive 
law  of  the  feventh  commandment,  it  is  at- 
tended with  fuch  pains  and  penalties  in  the 
breach  of  it,  that  it  is  impoffible  but  that 
fome  inftance  of  God’s  difapprobation  of  po* 
lygamy  mu  ft  have  been  met  with,  had  that 
been  within  the  meaning  of  it ; otherwife  the 
abfurdity  muft  follow,  of  fuppofing  a fufpen- 
lion  of  this  law  for  i s'oo  years  after  it  was 
ordained  of  God,  delivered  to  Mofes,  and  by 
him  to  the  people  at  Mount  Sinai — and  all 
this  for  the  indulgence  of  mortal  /in  in  one 
fex,  while  it  was  punifhed  with  death  in  the 
other. 

In  the  firft  place,  I would  obferve  in  ge- 
neral, that  polygamy , in  its  proper  fenfe,  as 
practifed  under  the  Old  Teftament  by  the 
people  cf  God  ; that  is,  the  taking  two  wives 
together  at  once , or  one  to  another , and  coha- 
biting with  both , is  not  fo  much  as  * men- 

cc  mand  — Be  fruitful  and  multiply,  &c.  is  not  necefiary, 
C4'  a once  it  was,  becaufe  the  world  is  filled  with  peo- 
<c  pie, — That  belonged  to  the  times  before  Christ, 
not  to  us  who  live  in  another  age — the  world  now 
wants  not  that — Jncreafe  and  multiply 
* Unlefs  incidentally,  i Tim.  iii.  2.  I Tit.  i.  6. 
where  nothing  is  faid,  either  good  of  bad,  as  to  the  mat- 
ter itfelf  in  general. 


tioned 
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tioned  any  where,  that  I can  find,  from  the 
firft  chapter  of  Saint  Matthew  to. the  lafi  of 
the  Revelation  of  Saint  John , inclufive  : there- 
fore it  cannot  be  faid  to  be  * condemned • 
The  famous  pafiage  in  Matt.  xix.  which  has 
been  already  conlidered,  and  will  be  more 
fully  hereafter,  certainly  relates  to  f divorce , 
and,  properly  fpeaking,  not  to  polygamy  ; for 
this,  limply  conlidered,  does  not  come  in 
queftion.  The  people  there,  fo  far  from  in- 
tending  polygamy,  meant  nothing  lefs,  for 
they  meant  to  have  but  one  wife  at  a time  ; 
elfe  why  were  they  for  divorcing  one,  in  or- 
der to  take  + another  ? Their  fin  was  this, 
not  the  taking  and  cohabiting  with  more  than 
one  at  a time.  They  imagined  themfelves  to- 
tally free  from  the  firft,  before  they  married 
th q fecond. 

The  New  Teftament  was  not  to  introduce 
a new  law  concerning  this,  nor  any  thing  elfe. 
Nothing  is  to  be  found  there  which  was  not 
in  the  Olo  Tedament,  only  as  to  the  manner  j 
the  matter  is  one  and  the  fame.  Otherwife, 
how  could  Paul  derive  any  drength  to  his  ar- 
gument, Gal.  iii.  io.  by  citing  the  iandtion 

* VlfkPne  ^ys,  very  gravely — Comm.  vol.  i. 

p.  436.—  * Polygamy  is  condemned  by  the  law  of  the 
<c  New  Tejiament” 

t So  our  tranjlators  undoubtedly  thought  ; for  in  the 
fummary  of  the  contents  printed  at  the  head  of  the 
fapter,  they  only  fay-“  Christ  anfwereth  the  Pha- 

riiees  concerning  divorcement”  ver.  ? 10.  So 

IVla.rk  x.  2.  "Touching  divorcement 

% Here  the  word  Matt.  xix.  q.  is  fuppofed  to 

iignify  another  (i.  e.  any  other  woman ) according  to  out 

tran llation.  But  that  this  may  not  be  the  fenfe  of  it, 
tee  after,  1 

3 of 
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of  the  old  lav/,  to  prove  the  neceffity  of  fal- 
vation  by  graced  If  the  law  be  in  a fingle  in~ 
fiance  altered,  or  changed  in  one  fingle  point, 
how  can  it  be  faid  by  an  infpired  apojlle  of 
Christ — Curfed  is  every  one  that  continueth 
not  in  all  things  which  are  written  in  the 
book  of  the  law  to  do  them  ? — which,  as  it 
never  had,  fo  it  never  can  have  but  one  ienfe 
and  meaning;  and  our  Lord  fhews,  that  it 
not  only  condemned  the  aff,  but  the  very 
thought  of  adultery . Did  it  only  begin  to  do 
this,  when  Christ  faid,  Whofoever  lookeih  upon 
a woman  to  luft  after  her , hath  already  commit- 
ted adultery  with  her  in  his  heart  * ? Matt.  v.  28. 
(but  then  this  muft  mean  fuch  a woman  f as 

adultery 

* Per  yvvcWLtt  autem  inielligitur  uxor  alterius.  “ By 
c*  the  word  yvvctiact — woman — the  wife  of  another  is 

c4  underftood.  2 Sam.  xi.  2,  3>  4*  J0^  XXX1*  L 7* 

<c  Prov.  vi.  27.  Ecclus  ix.  7,  8,  9*  xxvi.  9*  S uian. 
<c  viii.  9,  32.”  See  Wetft.  on  Matt.  v.  28. 

f The  word  yvvti— like  the  Hebrew  rTO«  — is  certain- 
ly a general  term,  and  fignifies  a woman , as  diftinguifhed 
from  a man  ; and  in  this  Ienfe  it  is  ufed  JlAatt,  xiv.  21  • 
Acts  v.  14.  & al.  freq. 

But  this  cannot  be  the  fenfe  of  it  here  ; for  if  it  be 
finful  to  look  with  defire  on  any  woman  whatfoever,  then 
it  would  be  finful  for  a man  to  defire  his  own  wife,  to 
whom  he  is  actually  married,  or  a virgin  to  whom  he  is 
contracted  ; and  this  would  lead  us  into  ail  the  abfurdi- 
ties  of  the  antient  mifogamifis , who  held  marriage  itfetf 
to  be  finful. 

In  this  place,  therefore,  it  certainly  means  a woman 
confidered  as  related  to  a man  ; and  that,  whether  be- 
trothed or  efpoufed  only  ( See  Matt.  i.  20,  24.  Luke  ii.  5* ) 
or  that  hath  cohabited  with  her  hufband,  (Lukei.  5, 
13,  18.)  for  with  no  other  can  adultery  be  committed  ; 
and  it  is  very  evident  that  our  Saviour’s  difcourle  is  on 
that  fubjeft  ; as  forbidden  and  condemned  by  th cfeventh 
•commandment , which  He  is  explaining.  , 
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adultery  could  be  committed  with,  fuppofing 
the  thought  brought  forth  into  ci£l ) . And  does 
not  the  Old  Teftament  fay  the  fame  thing  ? 

What 

r uvti  in  the  New  Teftament,  like  in  the  Ojd 

Teftament,  is  the  term  made  ufe  of  to  denote  a married 
woman— when  others  are  defigned,  we  meet  with  xopAtnov, 
adamfel,  Fr.  damoifelle—'vctpQivoi,  z virgin— X*?*,  a wi- 
dow —but  I believe  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  a fingle 
paflage  in  the  New  Teftament,  where  yvni  is  ufed  necef- 
fiarily  to  denote  an  unmarried  woman . /r a i » yuv n 

si)  w Trap Qim,  I Cor.  vii.  34.  Afterwards  the  wctpQevof  is 
called  ayAixos— the  yvvn,  ycL[Atura<r&. 

For  want  of  fuch  diftin&ion,  fome  commentators , by 
letting  their  own  imaginations  loole,  have  filled  thofe  of 
many  readers  with  matter  of  fore  cl  1 If  re  1 s and  bondage  of 
confcience,  as  if  the  defire  after  any  female  whatfoever, 
came  within  what  they  call  the  fpiritual  import  of  the  fe- 
venth  commandment. 

I once  knew  a gentleman,  who  often  allured  me,  that 
he  never  approached  his  own  wife , without  finding  a fe  \ 
cret  uneafinefs  in  his  mind,  left  he  was  doing  wrong. 
He  was  a great  admirer  of  what  are  called  fpiritual  expo- 
ftors.  Thefe  are,  too  often,  a fpecies  of  commentators , 
who,  neglecting  the  fcriptural  fenfe  and  meaning  of  the 
original , wander  into  every  conceit  which  a warm,  or 
perhaps  a wild  imagination  may  fuggeft,  from  the  found 
of  words  in  a tranflation.  Some  instances  of  this  have 
been  given  in  this  work,  and  as  many  more  might  be 
given,  as  would  furnifh  ample  materials  for  a work  by 
jtfelf. 

N.  B.  Let  every  man  be  fure  he  underftands  the  ori- 
ginal letter — before  he  prefumes  to  defcant  upon  the  fpirit 
of  it;  or  he  will  bewilder  himfelf  and  his  readers;  and 
what  is  worfe,  be  fetting  forth  many  things  as  the  word 
of  God,  which  are  not  fo. 

Such  people  there  always  were. — Among  the  heathen — 
Democritus  oculos  fibi  eruit , quod  mulieres  fine  concupifcentia 
afpicere  nonpojfit . Sed  nihil  aliud fecit , quam  quod  fatuita - 
tern  fuam  urbi  manifeflam  fecit . Tertull.  in  Apologet.* — 
44  Democritus  plucked  out  his  eyes,  becaufe  he  could  not: 
44  behold  women  without  concupifcence.  But  he  did 

nothing  elfe  than  expofe  his  folly  to  the  city.’  —~ 

Among 
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What  elfe  is  the  meaning  of  the  tenth  com- 
mandment, which  fays,  ‘Thou  Jhalt  not  covet 


called  Talpee  or  Moles , becaufe  they  walked  about  with 
their  eyes  fhut  or  blindfolded,  left  they  fhould  b..hold  a 
woman;  and,  fays  my  author— fizpe  in  muros  impegerint 
£sf  fanguis  profufus  fuerit — “ They  often  got  bloody  notes 
<c  by  running  againft  walls.”  See  Chriftoph.  Gerfon, 
in  Talmud,  p.  24. 

We  are  told  of  a Jefuit , called  Alphonfus  Rodicius , who, 
though  he  ferved  at  the  mats  44  years,  and  had  given  ab- 
foiution  to  thoufands,  had  never  beheld  the  face  of  a wo- 
man in  all  that  time.  Geneal.  Mar.  31  Oct.  p.  577. 

Another  was  fo  pious , and  fo  avoided  the  fight  of  all 
women,  that  he  would  not  even  fee  his  own  mother . Ib.— 
To  what  does  this  amount  ? — A delufion  of  the  Devil — 
an  arraignment  of  the  wifdom  and  holinefs  of  the  Crea- 
tor in  our  formation,  by  condemning  as  evil,  thofe  ap- 
petites, which  He  hath  implanted  in  our  nature,  for  the 
purpofe  of  incitement  to  marriage,  and,  of  courfe,  to  the 
continuance  of  the  human  fpecies.  To  avoid  fuch  er- 
rors, one  fafe  rule  may  be  laid  down,  viz.  That  no  defire 
is,  or  can  be  unlawful , but  where  the  objeT  of  it  is  un- 
lawful  for  us  to  poflefs.  Let  us  keep  to  this,  and  then 
we  lhall  not  be  whittling  away  the  ftrong,  noble,  manly 
l’enfe  of  fcripture,  into  the  ridiculous  whims  and  fancies 
of  vifionaries  and  enthufiafts. 

Notwithftanding  the  length  of  this  note,  I cannot  help 
taking  notice  of  a text,  which  is  fuppofed  to  be  the 
ground  of  the  Talpeean  aufterity  above-mentioned,  and 
which  is  as  likely  to  be  abufed  to  the  purpofes  of  felf- 
righteoufnefs , as  that  of  Matt,  v 28.  It  is  that  of  Job 
xxxi.  1.  / made  a covenant  with  mine  eyes , why  then  fhould 
1 think  upon  a maid?  Job  is  aliening  his  integrity  with 
rcfpedl  to  many  circumftances  of  his  life  and  converfa- 
tion,  and  among  the  reft,  with  regard  to  flefnly  inconti- 
nence ; and  this  chapter  begins  with — I have  made  a co- 
venant zvith  mine  eyes. — r6vu  by  pona  noi— quid 
conjiderabo  in  virgine.  Mont.  Our  tranllation  is  near 
enough  the  original,  to  give  us  the  fenfe  of  it  ; however, 
that  fenfe  muft  be  interpreted  according  to  the  analogy  of 
the  divine  law , and  not  according  to  the  mere  found  of 


the 
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‘ The  thought  of  foolijhnefs  is  fin  ? The  word 
which  we  tranilate  the  thought,  fignifies 

the  words  ; for  Job  (ver.  2,  3.)  (hews  us,  that  he  means 
to  exprefs  a very  grievous  offence,  fuch  as  excludes 
from  all  portion  a/'God,  and  inheritance  in  the  kingdom  of 
heaven  (Comp.  1 Cor.  vi.  9.)  and  which  bringeth  de - 
Jlruftion  on  workers  of  fuch  iniquity.  This  is  fufficient  to 
make  it  impoffible  that  Job  can  fpeak  the  truth,  if  no- 
thing more  is  meant  than  is  literally  expreffed.  In  the 
firft  place,  Job  had  made  no  fuch  covenant , &c.  as  not  to 
think  on  a maid , for  he  had  married  one.  Secondly,  this. 
can  be  no  fin,  limply  confidered  in  itfelf;  for  if  fo,  men 
muft  plunge  into  bn,  or  there  mull:  be  an  end  of  the 
world  ; which  but  ill  agrees  with — increase  and  mul- 
tiply , &c. 

Some  have  therefore  conflrued  this  to  mean,  that  Job 
was  content  with  one  wife , and  verged  not  towards  con- 
cubinage or  polygamy. — Neither  of  thefe  were  forbidden  or 
condemned  by  the  law,  but,  as  has  been  fhewn  at  large, 
practifed  openly  by  the  greateft  faints , and  allowed  and 
blefied  of  God  ; therefore  cannot  anfwer  to  ver.  2,  3. 

For  which  reafons  this  text  is  very  difficult  to  inter- 
pret agreeably  to  the  analogy  of  faith,  unlefs  the  word 
H/irQ — maid , or  virgin — be  taken  here,  for  what  it  cer- 
tainly imports  el fe where,  ntED#  n^TQ — virgo  defponfata 
-—a  betrothed  or  cjpoufed  virgin , who  Hill  was  called 
nVirn*  See  Joel  i.  8.  and  perhaps  Jer.  ii.  32.  Comp. 
If.  lxi.  10.  latter  part.  See  Deut.  xxii.  23,  24,  25. 

That  Job  fhould  not  fuffer  himfelf  to  think  on  (i.  e.  fo 
as  to  defire)  fuch  a one,  is  of  a piece  with  what  he  fays, 
ver.  9,  10,  1 1,  12  ; for  fuch  a one  was,  in  the  eye  of  the 
law,  another  man  s wife.  Deut.  xxii.  23,  24.  So  that 
fob  is  not  to  be  underilood  as  making  tranfgrejjion  where 
there  is  no  law , like  the  Talpat  and  the  Jefuit  above-men- 
tioned ; but  as  protefting  his  innocence  with  refpedt  to 
adultery , in  every  fenfe  of  the  word,  as  not  fuffering  him- 
felf to  look  on,  foas  to  luft  after , a virgin  betrothed , much 
lefs  to  commit  aSfual  adultery , by  defiling  his  neighbour  s 
wife  ver.  q,  10,  1 1,  12. 

So  omon  Jarchi  conftrues  the  pafiage  very  liberally  in- 
deed, or  rather  paraphrafies  it  thus,  viz.  “ I made  a cove - 
tc  nant , Szc.  that  1 would  have  no  knowledge  of  any 
“ man’s  wife.”  See  Chappelowe  on  Job,  vol.  u p.  425. 

a wicked 


[ 126  ] 

a wicked  imagination y prava  aut  mala  cogitation 
Mont. — an  evil  thought . T he  law  is fpirituaf 
fays  Pauly  I had  not  known  lujl  (i.  e.  known  it 
to  be  evil)  except  the  law  had  faid y fhou  fhalt 
not  covet . Rom.  vii.  7.  Therefore,  when 
our  Saviour  preached  on  the  Mount , He  did 
not  make,  ordain,  or  publifh  any  new  lawy 
nor  did  he  make  the  law  more  fpiritual  than 
when  publilhed  at  Mount  Sinai ; but  He 
fet  it  forth,  and  vindicated  it  from  the  falfe 
gloffes  of  the  Scribes  and  PharifecSy  who,  in 
their  teaching,  dwelt  on  the  outward  letter 
only,  throwing  a veil  of  obfcurity  over  its 
fpiritual  fenfe  and  meaning.  The  /event h 
commandment  v/as  juft  as  fpiritual  under  the 
Old  Teftament  as  under  the  New.  The  very 
thought  of  adultery  in  David,  was  as  finful  as 
it  would  have  been  in  Saint  Paul . How  then 
can  it  be  imagined,  that  the  commandment 
again  ft  adultery  meant  not  as  much  in  the 
times  of  Mofes  and  the prophets , as  in  the  days 
of  Christ  and  His  Apofles  ? or,  in  other 
words,  as  much  under  the  Old  Teftament  as 
under  the  New  ? How  can  it  be  thought  to 
condemn  any  thing  amongft  Chrifliansy  which 
it  did  not  equally  condemn  amongft  the 
"Jews  ? Whatfoever  things  the  law  Jaith , it 
faith  to  them  that  are  under  the  law  (whether 
fews  or  Chrijlians)  that  every  mouth  may  be 
flopped,  and  all  the  world  become  guilty  before 
God.  Rom.  iii.  19.  If  then  the  law  ever 
condemned  polygamy  as  adultery , whoredom or 

fornication , it  certainly  does  it  now  > but,  as 

n * hath 
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hath  been  fhewn,  it  never  did  condemn  it  in 
any  one  inflance,  not  only  from  the  beginning , 
by  any  confirmation  put  on  the  original  mar - 
riagc-injtitution , but  alfo  for  1500  years  to- 
gether after  the  giving  the  law  at  Mount 
Sinai ; therefore  it  never  has  condemned  it 
iince  : for  Christ  gave  no  new  meaning  to 
this  or  any  other  of  the  commandments,  but 
only  vindicated  and  reitored  the  old.  What 
was  murder  is  now  murder — what  was  theft 
is  now  theft — what  was  adultery  is  now  adul- 
tery— and  what  was  none  of  thefe,  is  fiill  none 
of  thefe. 

God’s  law  is  His  will , and  His  will  Is  His 
law  ; a change  of  one  mufl  infer  a change  in 
the  other , and  either  of  thefe  a change  in 
Himself  : an  idea  which  is  wholly  irrecon- 
cileable  with  the  feripture- character  of  God, 
with  whom  there  is  no  variablenefs , neither  any 
JJoadow  of  turning,  fames  i.  17. 

Men  may  cobble,  and  vamp,  and  alter,  and 
repeal  laws,  and  indeed  it  mufl  be  fo,  as  mil- 
chiefs,  which  eicape  all  human  prefcience 
and  forefight,  mufl  daily  arife ; but  it  cannot 
be  fo  with  Omniscience.  All  things  are 
preferit  and  open  to  Him.  Heb.  iv.  13?  He 

ordained  the  propagation  of  mankind He 

blejfed  them , and  laid  unto  them , Be  fruitful , 
and  multiply , and  replenifh  the  earth.  Gen.  i.  28. 
He  made  the  woman,  and  brought  he r to  the 
man>  and  faid — A man  Jhall  cleave  to  his  wife , 
Gen.  ii.  22,  24*  (by  which  expreliion,  ac- 
cording to  St.  Paul's  * interpretation,  1 Cor. 

* See  before,  19,  20,  and  note. 
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vi.  15,  16.  is  meant  the  aft  of  *f*  copu- 
lation or  tnarriage)  and  they  Jhall  be  one 
jlejh — thus  creating  between  them  fo  indif- 
foluble  a bond,  as  never  to  be  divided 
more.  Though  thefe  words  were  Ipoken 
immediately  by  Adam,  yet,  doubtlefs,  he 
fpake  under  the  influence  of  the  divme  Spirit, 
as  may  appear  from  Christ’s  manner  of  ap- 
plying the  words.  Matt.  xix.  4,  5.  and  may 
therefore,  as  what  Moses  and  the  prophets 
fpake  under  the  fame  holy  influence,  be  ftyled 
— “ Lhe  word  of  God.”  The  circumfcrip- 
tion  and  regulation  of  the  whole  was  pro^ 
vided  for  by  fixed,  determined,  and  immuta- 
ble laws,  calculated  for  all  times,  places,  and 
ages  of  the  world,  wherein  He  £hould  be 
pleafed  to  make  them  known.  Thefe  laws, 
on  the  eftablifhment  of  the  church,  on  its 
deliverance  out  of  tTgypt,  were  given  to 
Mo  ses,  and  enforced  and  explained  by  him, 
and  the  fubfequent  prophets,  under  the  imme- 
diate command  and  teaching  of  God;  and 
continue,  like  the  holy  Lawgiver  Himfelf  one 
and  the  fame  for  ever.  Who  may  marry  to- 
gether, and  who  may  not — what  is  a lawful 
marriage  in  God’s  account,  and  what  is  not 
fo,  was  not  left  to  the  uncertain  or  prefump- 


f This  is  the  literal  import  pHT — agglutinatus 

erit  in  nxore  fua . Mont.  (See before  p.  20.  note,)  ill  ex- 
preiTed  by — Jhall  cleave  to  his  wife. — 1 he  verb  ripotf'jcoAAtf- 
8n(relct/y  LXX.  Matt.  xix.  5.  and  Eph.  v.  31. — and  the 
participle  KoMuuzvot,  x Cor.  vi.  16. — are  in  the  pajjivr 

voice. For  the  Author' s idea  of  the  word  marriage , 

fee  before,  p.  48.  note. 
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tuous  determinations  of  mankind,  but  im- 
mutably fixed  by  written  laws  of  God.  To 
thefe  it  is  our  bounden  duty  to  conform,  and 
to  fay  to  all  fubfequent  inventions  of  men,  as 
well  thofe  which  forbid  marriage  entirely,  as 
thofe  who  would  put  a funder  thofe  whom  God 
hath  joined  together , under  pretence  of  greater 
purity  and  holinefs,  as  the  angel  did  to  Pe- 
ter, Acts  x.  15.  What  God  hath  cleanfed9 
that  call  thou  not  common  or  unclean . 

I have  mentioned  the  law  being  explained 
by  the  prophets . Thefe  were  extraordinary 
meflengers  which  God  raifed  up  and  lent 
forth  under  a fpecial  commiffion  ; not  only  to 
foretell  things  to  come , but  to  preach  to  the 
people,  to  hold  forth  the  law , to  point  out 
their  defections  from  it,  and  to  call  them  to 
repentance,  under  the  feverefc  terms  of  God's 
difpleafure,  unlefs  they  obeyed.  Their  com- 
miffion, in  thefe  refpects,  we  find  recorded. 
If.  lviii.  1.  Cry  aloud,  fpare  not , lift  up  thy 
voice  like  a trumpet  : few  my  people  their  tranf 
greffions , and  the  houje  of  Jacob  their  Jins* 
This  commiffion  was  to  be  faithfully  exe- 
cuted, at  the  peril  of  the  prophet' § own  de- 
ftruCtion,  as  appears  from  the  folemn  charge 
given  to  Ezekiel , chap.  iii.  18.  When  I fay  to 
the  wicked,  Ehou  fait  Jurely  die,  and  thou  give ji 
him  not  warning , nor  fpeakefi  to  warn  the 
wicked  to  fave  his  life , the  Jam  e wicked  man  fall 
die  in  his  iniquity,  but  his  blood  will  I require  at 
thine  hand . 

Thefe  prophets  executed  their  commiffion 
very  unfaithfully  towards  God  and  thepeople, 
Vol.  I.  K * as 


'[  1 3°  J 

as  well  as  moft  dangeroufly  for  themfelves,  if 
polygamy  was  a fin  againft  God’s  law ; for  it 
was  the  common  pradtice  of  the  * whole  na- 
tion, from  the  prince  on  the  throne  to  the 
low  eft  of  the  people  ; and  yet  neither  Isaiah, 
Jeremiah,  nor  any  one  of  the  prophets,  bore 
the  leaf!  teftimony  againft  it.  They  reproved 
them  fharply  and  plainly  for  defhng  them 
neighbours  wives  •,  as  fer.  v.  8j  xxix.  23 • 
in  which  fifth  chapter,  we  not  only  find  the 
prophet  hearing  teftimony  againft  adultery , 
but  againft  whoredom  and fornication r.  7.  for 
that  they  aflembled  themfelves  by  troops  in  the 
harlots  houfes.  Not  a word  againft  polygamy . 
How  is  it  poflible,  in  any  reafon,  to  think 
that  this,  if  a fin,  fhould  never  be  mentioned 
as  fuch,  by  God— by  NIoses— or  any  one 

of  the  prophets  ? .... 

Here  I may  particularly  mention  Elijah 

the  Eifibite,  who  could  with  truth  fay  of 
himfelf,  1 Kings  xix.  to.  TlNDp  t«p— . zelando 
zelatus  fum.  Mont.  ■’Which  emphatical  re- 
duplication we  tranfiate  by — I have  been  very 
jealous  for  the  Lord  of  hosts.  This  holy 
man  was  fired  with  zeal  for  God  s laiv,  and 
was  a moft  faithful  and  undaunted  reprover 
of  fin,  even  to  the  very  face  of  king  /lhab 


% 


<v 

it 

j 


ofephus  calls  it  WTpw— which  anfwers  to  what  we 

mean  by  the  word  national.  . . _ 

f Mofes  mentions  all  the  fins  of  the  natrons  of  Canaan* 

as  warnings  to  the  Ifraelites  not  to  be  guilty  of  them  j 
but  their  polygamy  is  nowhere  mentioned  or  condemned, 
or  arc  the  Jews  warned  againft  it.  See  Lev.  xvm.  3, 


nor 

*4: 


&c. 
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(who  at  that  time  reigned  in  Ifrael , and  was 
doubtlefs  a polygamif , by  his  having  feventy 
Jons ) yet  not  a word  is  faid  about  his  poly- 
gamy ; which  could  hardly  have  been  omitted, 
had  it  been  a fin  againfl:  either  the  primary 
law  of  marriage,  or  the  feventh  command- 
ment. The  fame  zeal  which  led  Elijah  to 
tell  Ahab$  that  he  and  his  father  s honfe  had 
troubled  Ifrael,  by  forfaking  the  commandments 
of  the  Lord,  and  following  Baalim , muft 
iurely  have  led  him  to  reprove  Ahab' s poly- 
gamy, had  that  alfo  been  a forfaking  the  com- 
mandments of  Jehovah.  The  fcripture, 
i Kings  xvi.  31.  Krongly  remarks,  as  an  ag- 
gravation of  Ahab's  fuperlative  wickednefs, 
that  he  married  an  idolatrcfs , contrary  to 
Deut.  vii.  3.  Had  his  polygamy  been  con- 
trary to  Exod.  xx.  14.  this  would  hardlv 
have  efcaped  the  reproofs  of  the  prophet 
Elijah , who  did  not  forget  Jezabel , and  the 
prophets  which  ate  at  her  table . 1 Kin^s 

xviii.  19. 

We  may  alfo  obferve  that  Ezekiel,  ch.  xxii. 
fets  down  very  particularly  the  fins  of  lewd- 
nefs , which  the  Jews  were  addicted  to  in  his 
day,  ver.  io,  1 1.  but  not  a word  o i polygamy 
is  there  to  be  found. 

Although  it  be  true,  that  none  of  the  pro- 
phets before  the  captivity  mention  it  as  a fm, 
yet  did  not  Malachi,  after  the  return  from 
the  captivity,  fpeak  of  it,  and  in  very  fevere 
terms  condemn  it  ? thus  clofing  the  canon  of 
the  Old  Teftament  with  a moil  awful  repre- 
henlion  of  it  ? Mai.'  ii.  14,  15. 

K 2 


As 


t t22  1 

• i 

As  this  famous  paffage  is  taken  for  granted 
to  be  a condemnation  of  polygamy  under  the 
Old  Teftament,  let  us  examine  it,  and  we 
fhall  find  that  it  does  not  even  relate  to  the 
fubjedt : if  it  did*  it  would  be  very  ftrange, 
that  fo  material  a point  fhould  elcape  all  the 
prophets  that  went  before  him,  Mofes  himfelf 
not  excepted.  This  fingle  circumftance 
fhould  make  one  fufpicious  of  the  common 
interpretation  given  to  this  portion  of  fcrip- 
ture  by  the  general  run  of  commentators , who, 
miftaking  the  found  of  the  words  for  the  fenfe 
of  the  text,  have  followed  one  another  like 
fheep,  who  keep  the  fame  track,  only  becaufe 
others  have  gone  before  them.  The  words, 
as  they  (land  in  our  tranflation,  are  thefe — 
The  Lord  hath  been  witnefs  between  thee  and 
the  wife  of  thy  youth , againjl  whom  thou  haft 
dealt  treacherokfly  : yet  fte  is  thy  companion  and 
the  wife  of  thy  covenant . And  did  not  He  make 
one  ? yet  hath  He  the  reft  due  of  the  fpirit . And 
wherefore  one  ? That  He  might  Jeek  a.  godly  feed. 
‘Therefore  take  heed  to  your  fpirit , and  let  none 
deal  treacheroufly  againft  the  wife  of  his  youth  ; 
for  the  Lord  God  of  Israel  faith , that  he 
hateth  putting  away. 

The  lafi  words  are  a key  to  the  reft,  and 
fhew,  that  the  inftance  in  which  they  dealt 
treacheroufly  with  their  wives , was  putting  them 
away ; and  this,  in  order  to  take  heathen  wo- 
men in  their  room.  This  is  manifeft  trom 
ver.  ii.  Judah  hath  dealt  treacheroufly , and 
an  abomination  is  committed  in  Israel  and 
Jerusalem;  for  Judah  hath  prophaned  the 
J . holinefs 
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bolinefs  of  the  Lord  which  he  loved , and  hath 
married  the  daughter  of  a ft  range  god. 

Ezra  *,  who  lived  about  this  time,  hath 
recorded  the  fad:  at  large,  and  fully  explains 
the  matter;  chap.  ix.  i.  The  people  of  Israel 
and  the  priefts  have  not  feparated  themfelves 
from  the  people  of  the  lands , for  they  have  taken 
of  their  daughters  for  themfelves , and  for  their 
fans , and  the  holy  feed  have  mingled  themfelves 
with  the  people  ofthofe  lands. 

Ver.  io.  And  now , O Lord,  what  [hall  we 
fay  after  this  ? for  we  have  foifaken  thy  com  - 
mandments , which  than  haft  commanded  by  thy 
fervants  the  prophets , faying.  The  land  which 
ye  go  to  pofejs  is  an  unclean  land , &c. 

Ver.  12.  Now  therefore  give  not  your  daugh- 
ters unto  their  fens,  neither  take  their  daughters 
to  your  fonsy  &c. 

Chap.  x.  2.  We  have  trefpaft'ed  againft  our 
God,  and  have  taken  ftravge  wives  oj  the  people 
of  the  land . Now  therefore  let  us  make  a cove- 
nant with  our  God,  to  put  away  all  the  wives, 
and  fuch  as  are  born  of  them , ver.  3. 

The  putting  away  thefe  heathen  women 
was  a duty,  and  this  by  the  pofitive  law  of 
God.  For  God  having,  as  it  were,  forbid- 
den the  banns  in  exprels  words  (Deut.  vii. 
3.)  their  marriages  were  abfolutely  null  and 
void  ab  initio ; they  could  contrad  no  valid 
marriage  whatfoever  with  them,  and  therefore 
muft  put  them  away.  This  affords  us  a llrong 
proof  of  the  lawfulnefs  of  polygamy,  where  the 

t See  alfo  Nehemiah  xiii.  23 — 29. 
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woman  was  not  excepted  againft,  as  by  the 
law  above  mentioned,  or  by  Tome  other : for 
if  this  were  otherwife,  we  fhould  hear  oi put- 
ting away  all  but  the  JirJl  in  all  cafes.  God 
would  not  have  fuffered  any  marriage  which 
was  contrary  to  the  feventh  commandment, 
any  more  than  thofe  which  were  contrary  to 
Deut.  vii.  3.  When  we  compare  Ezra  and 
Malachi  together,  we  find  by  the  former , 

that  the  "Jews  took  heathen  women  for  their 

»/  * 

wives  ; and  by  the  latter , that  they  not  only 
did  this,  but  put  away  their  Ifraelitifh  wives 
for  that  very  purpofe.  This  is  plainly  what 
ver.  14.  calls  dealing  treacheroufy  with  their 
wives,  their  divorcing  them  for  this  unhallow- 
ed purpofe.  There  the  prophet  ufes  the  like 
arguments  againft  them  as  he  had  before  ufed, 

O o _ ' 

ver.  10.  with  regard  to  their  dealing  treache- 
roiifly  with  their  brethren — Have  we  not  all  one 
father  ? hath  not  one  God  created  us  ? why  do 
we  deal  treacherouf  y every  man  againft  his  bro- 
ther, by  profaning  the  covenant  of  our  fathers  ? 
When  they  put  away  their  JewiJh  wives,  and 
married  the  heathen  idolatrous  women,  they 
profaned  the  covenant  of  their  fathers  > that  is, 
that  command  of  God  delivered  to  their  fa- 
thers, not  only  in  the  original  institution  of 
marriage,  which  forbad  putting  away , but  alfo 
that  pofitive  Jaw,  Deut.  vii.  3.  which  forbad 
marriage  with  heathens . They  dealt  treache- 
roufty  with  their  brethren  \ that  is  to  fay,  with 
th z parents  and  relations  of  their  unjuftly-d/- 
vorced  wives , who  gave  them  their  daughters 
or ftfters  in  marriage,  to  abide  with  them,  not 

y.  . , . . to 
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to  be  put  away.  They  dealt  treacheroujly  alfo 

with  their  wives,  in  putting  them  away I 
fore  the  prophet  reproves  them,  and  calls  them 
to  repentance  by  the  following  confiderations, 
ver.  14,  15  ; which  I will  endeavour  to  lay 
before  the  reader  in  a paraphrase  fni table,  to 
the  literal  and  true  meaning  of  the  original 
Hebrew,  and  conformable  to  the  analogy  ot 
divine  revelation,  as  delivered  to  us  by  Moses 
and  the  prophets . Then  it  will  appear,  that 
thefe  diftinguifhed  fervants  of  God  were  not 
guilty  of  concealing,  dilguiiing,  or  diffcm- 
bling  the  truth  ; nor  God  Himfelf  capable 
of  fuffering  His  feventh  commandment,  as 
well  as  the  original  mjlitution  of  marriage , to 
be  tranfgreffed,  not  only  with  impunity,  but 
allowance,  uniformly  through  fo  many  ages, 
or  of  leaving  His  church  and  people  utterly 
ignorant  of  His  mind  and  will  touching  fo 
important  a matter,  for  all  that  time, 

rwy  m#  — Et  ne  unus  fecit  ? Mont. — 

And  did  not  one  make  ? Here  our  commentators , 
milled  by  our  tranjlators , and  thefe  by  the 
vulgar  error  of  the  fnfulnefs  of  polygamy , tell 
us,  that  “ thefe  words  fignify  God’s  making 
but  one  woman  at  the  beginning6;  He  had  the 
refidue  of  the  fpirit , and  therefore  could 
*(  have  made  more  women  for  Adam  if  He 
“ had  pleafed.”  One  misfortune  attending 
fo  ignorant  a comment,  is,  that  the  word 
intt  cannot  fignify  one  woman 9 unlels, 
among  other  changes,  women  were  of  the 
mafculine  gender  under  the  Old  Teftament, 
though  of  the  feminine  under  the  New  Tef- 

K 4 tament ; 
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lament ; for  mb'  is  certainly  of  the  mafculine 
gender — nntt  is  the  feminine — See  judges 
ix.  53. — nn«  nt^K — mulier  una.  Mont.  & 
al  freq.  This,  befides  an  undue  tranfpo- 
fition  of  the  words,  is,  I take  it,  a conclufive 
reafon  for  faying  they  miftake  the  palfage. 
It  is  not — Did  not  he  make  One? — but — Did 
not  One  * make  ? like  ver.  1 o.  Have  we  not  all 
one  Father?  Did  not  one  God  create 
“ us?  Did  not  One,  or  The  One,  make 
“ both  you  and  your  ‘JewiJh  wives  ? Did 
“ He  not  form  both  of  you — (fee  Deut. 
“ xxxii.  6.)  naturally  of  the  fame  feed  of 
*c  Abraham— fpir  it  ually  by  the  fame  holy  dif- 
<(  penfation  and  ordinances  ? — At  ver.  14.  it 
is  faid— ta]rrnn  — *fhe  is  thy  compa?iion , 

“ or  affociate— irinn  — and  a wife,  or 
€<  woman,  cf  thy  covenant — i.  e.  a partaker 
“ with  thee  in  the  covenant  made  with  Abra - 
ham  and  his  feed  after  him.  So  the  prophet 
Zech.  ix.  1 1 . where  God  fays  to  the  daugh - 
4C  ter  of  Zion— As,  for  thee—' 0*0 — In 
(or  by)  the  blood  thy  covenant  I have 
<c  Jent forth  thy  pr  if  oners,  &c.  where  *jnH3 — 
thy  covenant — compared  with  the  context 
<c  in  this  place  of  Malachi,  clearly  determines 
“ the  meaning  to  be  as  above,  and  it  hands 
**  here  as  oppofed  to  the  daughter  of  a f range 
“ God,  ver.  jj. — 1*7  mi  IKtsn— And  He  hath 


* If  the  attentive  reader  will  compare  the  — one, 
in  this  place,  with  bft—one  God,  ver.  10.  furely  he 
mud:  fee,  that  the  fame  Almighty  Per  fan  is  meant.  There 
be  is  faid  to  create' — here  to  make*  Comp.  Gen.  ii.  3.  lat- 
ter part. 

“ (°r 
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**  (or  hath  He  not  ?)  the  remainder  of  the  Spi~ 
“ rit — Hath  He  not  the  fame  power  He  ever 
“ had  ?— Is  His  hand  Shortened  at  all,  fo 
<c  that  He  cannot  complete  your  restoration 
“ if  He  pleafes,  or  punifh  you  ftill  more  fe- 
**  verely,  if  you  continue  difobedient  to  His 
“ commandments  ? Spirit  is  here  ufed  for 
“ power*,  mighty,  but  efpecially  irrejijlikk 
“ power ; as  Pf.  cxxxix.  7.  If.  lix.  19.  Ii. 
“ lxiii.  14.  If.  xxxiv.  16.— IPIKH  HOI 
And  what  did  The  One  feek  ? 3H? 

“ — a \ feed  of  G od — an  J holy  feed  (fee  Ez- 
(c  ra  ix.  2.  compare  ver.  14.)  therefore  take 
“ heed toyourfpirit — that  is,  your  temper—  qf 
<e  fedlions” — as  rVH  is  very  often  applied,  fee 
Numb.  xiv.  24.  1 Sam.  i.  15.)  “ and  none  of 
“ you  deal  treacheroufy  againji  the  wife  of  thy 
“ youth,  (whom  thou  haft  married  when  a 

* So  the  power  of  the  Spirit  is  often  ufed  tor  the  Spi- 
rit itfelf  Comp.  If.  xxxii.  15.  Luke  xxiv.  49.  A£ts  i. 
8.  See  alfo  Judges  xiii.  25;  xiv.  19;  xvi.  17,  20. 
Rom.  i.  4.  with  1 Cor.  vi.  14.  & al.  freq.  In  an  old  edi- 
tion of  the  Bible,  printed  in  the  year  1615,  there  are  fhort 
notes  added  in  the  margin  ; and  in  the  note  on  the  word 
Spirit,  in  this  text,  it  is  explained  to  mean  power  and 
virtue . 

f Et  quid  Unus  quserit  nifi  femen  Dei.  Vulg. 

% This  can  have  nothing  to  do  with  polygamy , becaufe, 
if  it  had,  wefhould  have  hardly  found  it  allowed  of  God, 
and  practifed  by  his  faints  ; or,  in  fact,  have  found  fome 
of  the  mod:  diftinguiflied  and  blefTed  men  that  ever  lived, 
the  offspring  of  polygamous  marriages  ; witnefs  holy  Jo - 
feph , and  the  prophet  Samuel.  Eefides  all  this,  we  may 
obferve,  that  the  Jews , who  are  in  this  place  of  Ezra 
emphatically  fty led  the  holy'  feed,  were  defeended  from  the 
twelve  Cons  of , Jacob,  half  of  which  were  born  under  po - 
(ygamy. 

“ virgin) 
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“ virgin)  by  putting  her  away,  and  taking 
“ thefe  idolatrefes  ; jor  I the  Lord  hate  put - 
« ting  away.”  The  confideration  of  the  re- 
lation they  flood  in  to  Jehovah — He  their 
common  Father — they  His  profeffing  children, 
was  one  argument  againfl  their  feparating — 
another  was,  that,  as  the  Lord  fought  a 
godly  feed  in  their  offspring,  by  their  being 
devoted  to  Him  in  their  eariiefl  infancy, 
then  brought  up  in  the  nurture  and  admoni- 
tion of  the  Lord,  this  defign  would  be  de- 
feated by  their  taking  idolatrous  women,  who, 
inflead  of  devoting  the  children  to  Jeho- 
vah, would  be  for  bringing  them  up  to  the 
* worth  ip  of  their  idols,  and  an  ungodly  feed 
be  the  confequence.  See  Deut.  vii.  3,  4. 
Laftly,  God  had  forbidden  divorce  from  the 
beeinning,  (fee  Gen.  ii.  24.)  for  He  hateth 
putting  away  at  any  rate ; but  how  much 
more  to  fee  His  own  profeffing  daughters  put 
away,  that  His  own  profeffing  fons  might 
marry  the  daughters  of  a ftrange  God?  This 
was  indeed  doing  an  abominable  thing  which 

God  hated.  Jer.  xliv.  4. 

This  I take  to  be  a clear,  confident  view 
of  this  famous  paffage,  and  agrees  exactly 
with  what  Ezra  lays,  chap.  ix.  p.  &c.  and 
chap.  x.  2.  &c.  who  did  not  rend  his  mantle 
and  garment,  and  pluck  the  hair  of  his  head, 

* We  find  that  thefe  idolatrous  women  laid  a fure 
foundation  for  this,  by  bringing  up  their  children  in  the 
knowledge  of  the  heathen  tongues  of  their  feveral  coun- 
tries, fo  that  they  could  not  underftand  the  language  oi 
God’s  law.  Sec  Neh.  xiii.  23,  24. 
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and  beard , and  fit  down  ajionijhed,  becaufe  the 
people  did  what  their  fathers  Abram,  Ja- 
cob, Davtd,  &c.  had  done  without  the  leaf 
reproof , and  had  been  conftantly,  openly, 
avowedly  pra  lifed  by  the  hoi  left  of  their 
forefathers,  witiout  the  lead  * fcruple  on 
their  part,  or  condemnation  on  God’s  part — 
but  becauie  they  had  married  heathen  women, 
and,  as  appears  by  MaL  ii.  14.  had  dealt 
treacheroujly  againft  the  Jewijh  lawful  wives, 
by  putting  them  away  in  order  to  do  it. 

As  to  the  notion  expreffed  by  commentators^ 
in  their  apparently  mifconceived  ideas  of  this 
text  of  Mala  chi — that  becauie  God  created 
but  one  man  and  one  woman  at  firft,  therefore 
he  intended  that  “ no  man  ihould  have  more 
than  one  wife  at  a time  ever  after/’  I do 
humbly  conceive,  that,  if  God  had  meant  fo. 
He  would  fomewhere  have  jaid  fo,  and  not 
have  left  it  to  the  wifdom  of  men  to  put 
their  interpretations  on  what  He  was  pleafed 

to 


* When  Jofeph  was  folicited  by  Potiphar’s  wife,  he 
anfwered  with  abhorrence— How  can  I do  this  great  wick - 
sdnefs , and  fin  againft  God  ? Gen.  xxxix.  9.  latter  part. 
— But  when  Abrahams  wife  Sarah  propofed  her  huf- 
Jyand's  taking  Hagar  to  wife , Gen.  xvi.  2,  3.  he  does  it 
without  the  lead:  objedion.  So  Jacob  took  Rachel  after 
Leah , there  being  then  no  lav/  againft  marrying  a wife's 
ffer.  This,  and  the  many  other  inftances,  clearly 
prove,  that  the  wifeft  and  beft  of  God’s  faints  never 
dreamt  of  polygamy's  having  any  relation  to  the  fin  of 
adultery . 

f As  to  putting  our  conftrudion  on  any  ads  of  God, 
fo  as  to  draw  them  into  precedents , unlcfs  clearly  in- 
truded by  Him  fo  to  do,  it  would  in  many  cafes  be  at- 
tended 
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to  do ; for  who  hath  known  the  mind  of  the 
Lord,  and  who  hath  been  his  councilor  ? Rom. 
xi.  34..  Some  may  argue,  that  becaufe  it  was 
laid- — “ A man/fhall  cleave  to  his  wife , not 
<c  wives , therefore  it  is  unlawful  for  a man 
“ to  have  two  or  more  wives  in  * iucceffion, 

tended  with  great  mifehiefs — for  inftance  : Suppofe  we 
were  to  argue  for  brothers  and  fijlers  intermarrying,  be- 
caufe this  mu  ft  have  been  the  cafe  among  the  immediate 
children  of  Adam  and  Eve  ? the  creation  of  only  one 
man  and  one  woman , would  at  lead  be  as  good  an  argu- 
ment/^ inceft,  as  againjl  polygamy.  But  it  can  have 
no  weight  in  either  cafe,  becaufe  God,  by  a pofrtive 
law,  (Lev.  xviii.  9.)  prohibited  the  firj ?,  and  by  as  pofi- 
live  a law  (Deut.  xxi.  15 — 17.)  allowed  the  fecond.  It 
pleafed  God,  that  the  whole  human  nature  fhould  refide 
in  one  common  foederal  head , who  was  to  be  the  com- 
mon reprefentative  of  all  his  fubfequent  naturally-en- 
gendered offspring;  and  by  one  woman  taken  out  of  him- 
filfi  to  convey  that  nature  which  was  in  him  to  his  own 
immediate  children,  and  by  them  to  his  pofterity,  to  the 
end  of  the  world.  Let  any  one  read  Rom.  v.  with  at- 
tention, and  confider  in  what  refpe&s  Adam  was  a figure 
of  Him  that  was  to  come  (ver.  14.)  and  then  it  will  be 
feen,  that  no  man  who  ever  was , or  will  be  naturally 
engendered  of  the  offspring  of  Adam , can  have  been,  or 
be  in  the  fame  circumftances  and  fituation  that  Adam 
was.  Wherefore  a precedent  again!!  polygamy  is  no  more 
to  be  drawn  from  him,  than  again!!  natural  generation 
from  Eve's,  being  made  out  of  one  of  his  ribs , or  from  his 
own  being  immediately  formed  out  of  the  dujl  of  the 
earth . 

% There  was  a time  in  the  Chrijhan  church,  when 
this  was  looked  upon  as  only  “ a more  fpecious  and  de- 

corous  kind  of  adultery and  reckoned  infamous . 

The  Montanifs  affirmed  fecond  marriages  to  be  as 
Jcandalous  and  [inful  as  fornication.  In  the  three  firft 
ages  of  the  church  cc  fecond  7?iarriages  were  reputed  fcan- 

dalous , nay  they  were  condemned  by  !ome  perfons. 
Dupirty  Eccl.  Hift.  vol.  i.  182.  Engl,  tranffi  But  more 
of  this  hereafter, 

“ and 
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c*  and  can  only  have  one  io  long  as  he  lives, 
<(  becaufe  Adam  had  but  one . This  fort  of 

conceits  is  like  fuppofing  that  God  forbad 
the  wearing  cloth,  or  filk,  or  linen,  becaufe 
He  cloathed  our  hr  ft  parents  with  Jkins.  Gen. 
iii.  21  ; or  fuppofing,  like  thofe  mad  heretics 
of  the  fecond  century,  who  called  themfelves 
Adamites , that  Chrijlians  are  to  meet  together 
ftark  naked  without  any  Jhame , becaufe  it  is 
laid  (Gen.  ii.  25.)  Adam  and  Eve  were 
naked , and  were  not  ajhamed . If  we  take  upon 
ourfelves  to  interpret  this  or  any  a£t  of  God 
merely  by  our  imaginations,  we  take  upon  us 
what  does  not  belong  to  us.  We  are  told. 
Dent.  xxix.  29.  Secret  things  belong  unto 
the  Lord  our  God,  hut  thofe  things  which  are 
revealed,  to  us  and  our  children  for  every 
that  we  may  do  all  the  words  of  His  law . 

That  God  might  have  created  10,000  men> 
and  as  many  women , is  certain.  Why  He  did 
not.  He  hath  no  where  told  us,  any  more 
than  why  He  created  only  oiie  man  and  one  * 
woman . This  and  all  things  elfe  are  to  be 

refolved 

* Milton  reprefents  Adam  as  faying- 

O why  did  God, 

Creator  wife,  that  peopled  higheft  heav’n 
With  fpirits  mafeuline,  create  at  laft 
This  novelty  on  earth,  this  fair  defedf 
Of  Nature,  and  not  fill  the  world  at  once 
With  men  as  angels  without  feminine. 

Or  find  fome  other  way  to  generate 
Mankind  ? Par.  Loft,  B.  10. 

We  may  prefume  that  God  made  the  reft  of  the  ani- 
mal creation  by  pairs , the  male  and  female — Comp. 
Gen.  i.  20 — 25.  with  Gen.  vi.  jg.  Gen.  vii.  2,  3,  g, 

14—16 
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refolved  into  His  own  good  pleafure>  and  the 
counfd  of  his  own  will . Eph.  i.  11.  Rev.  iv. 
II.  Our  attempting  to  account  for  any  of 
His  holy  a£ts  or  difpenfations,  any  farther 
than  the  revelation  of  His  word  exprefsiy 
authorizes  us,  is  to  be  wife  above  what  is 
written , to  involve  ourfelves  in  endlefs  mazes 
of  error,  till  —prof efing  ourfelves  wife , we  be- 
come fools . Rom.  i.  22. 

God’s  bringing  the  woman  to  the  man — that 
folemn  denunciation* — therefore  fhall  a man 
leave  father  and  mother , and  cleave  unto  his 
wife , and  they  fall  be  one  fef — form  a con- 
clufive  argument  againft:  wanton  and  caufe- 
lefs  divorce  ; and  are  exprefsly  made  ufe  of 
by  Christ  for  that  purpofe  in  His  difpute 
with  the  Pharifees , Matt.  xix.  4,  5 ; but  it  is 
no  where,  in  the  whole  feripture,  made  ufe 
of  as  an  argument  againft  polygamy . There 

1 4 — 16  : therefore,  to  draw  arguments  againft  polygamy 
(which,  by  the  way,  the  feriptures  have  no  where  done) 
from  a fimilar  creation  of  the  human  fpecies,  would,  if 
purfued  to  the  utmoft,  prove  too  much , and  of  courfe 
prove  nothing.  So  when  God  was  about  to  deftroy  the 
earth  by  the  deluge , he  commanded  Noah  to  come  into 
the  ark — <c  Thou  and  thy  fons , and  thy  wife , and  thy  font 
4t  wives  with  theef  in  all  eight  per  fons  (fee  1 Pet.  iii.  20) 
<c  and  of  every  living  thing  of  all  fiejh , TWO  of  every 
sort — they  Jhall  be  male  and  female— feven  pair  of 
“ the  clean , and  two  pair  of  the  unclean , the  male 
“ AND  HIS  FEMALE.”- — Virum  uxorem 

ejus.  Mont.  So  that  in  the  prefervation  of  the  brutaf 
as  well  as  of  the  human  fpecies,  we  read  of  them  in 
pairs — and  thefe  pairs  are  deferibed  by  the  fame  Hebrew 
words,  which,  in  other  parts  of  the  feriptures,  we  ren- 
der— a man  and  his  wife. — For  the  exafl  words  of  thele. 
abridged  paf'ages , fee  the  feriptures  above  referred  to. 

were* 
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were,  doubtlefs,  opportunities  enough  in  the 
antediluvian,  as  well  as  the  pojldiluvian  world, 
to  have  given  occalion  for  it,  had  any  iuch 
thing  been  intended. 

The  firft  inftance  of  polygamy  which  is  re- 
corded, we  find  Gen.  iv.  19.  Lamech 

took  unto  him  two  wives , the  name  of  one  was 

4 

* One  weighty  reafon  for  the  creation  of  only  one 
man  and  one  woman  at  firft,  may  perhaps  be  gathered 
from  Adts  xvii.  26.  where  it  is  faid  — He  hath  made  of 
one  blood  all  nations  of  men , for  to  dwell  on  all  the  face 
of  the  earth . Had  more  men  and  women  than  Adam 
and  Eve  been  created  at  firft,  this  ftridt  affinity  of  rela- 
tionfhip  by  blood  could  not  have  exifted  ; but  this  was 
wifely  and  gracioufly  contrived,  as  a reafon  for,  and  ce- 
ment of,  brotherly  love— as  a means  of  hiding  pride, 
and  boafting  of  one  above  another,  with  refpedt  to  their 
original  pedigree  ; fo  that  none,  on  this  account,  fhould 
defpife  or  fet  at  nought  his  brother . This  thought  is 
well  exprefted  in  that  well-known  epitaph  : 

Nobles  and  heralds,  by  your  leave, 

Here  lie  the  bones  of  Matthew  Prior , 

The  fon  of  Adam  and  of  Eve , — 

Let  Bourbon  or  Nafiau  go  higher  1 

Although,  in  this  corrupt  and  mixed  ftate  of  things, 
civil  government  is  neceftary,  therefore  outward  diftinc- 
tions  of  men  are  neceftary ; for  without  thefe  no  civil 
policy  could  exift;  yet,  in  that  day , when  the  governors 
and  governed  fhall  appear  before  the  Great  Governor  of 
all , they  will  be  conftrained  to  fay,  with  Jofeph' s bre- 
thren, Gen.  xiii.  11.  we  are  all  one  mans  jons  ; — and 
then  will  know,  however  little  attention  they  may  give 
to  it  now,  that  God  is  no  refpedler  of  perfons . See 
Acts  x.  34.  If  thefe  humbling  confiderations  were  im- 
proved as  they  ought,  they  would  furnilh  us  with  mo- 
tives of  humility,  benevolence,  brotherly-kindnefs, 
long-fufFering,  mercy,  and  charity  to  each  other,  be- 
yond all  the  arguments  of  the  wifeft  moralifts  of  Greece 
and  Rome . See  Mai.  ii.  IQ» 

3 Adah, 
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Adah,  the  other  Zillah.  Here  our  com- 
mentators think  they  have  found  out  the  fm 
of  polygamy — “ It  was  one  of  the  degenerate 
€S  race  of  Cain,”  faith  one,  “ that  firtl  tranf- 
“ preifed  the  law  of  marriage,  that  two  only 
“ fhould  be  one  flefh.”  Thefe  are  the  words 
of  one  of  the  wifeft  and  beft  (Mr.  Henry) 
among  our  Enghfh  commentators,  and  ferve 
to  {hew  how  far  men  will  go  to  iupport  a 
popular  notion,  or  pre-conceived  opinion, 
even  to  the  * corrupting  of  the  Bible . There 

are 

* See  Henry  on  Gen.  iv.  19.  When  I faw  the  word 
only  interpolated  by  Mr.  Henry , I really  thought  it  a 
corruption  worthy  the  church  op  Borne.  In  this  I find  x 
was  not  miftaken,  for  the  council  of  Trent  thus  dogma- 
tizes—u Adam  did  pronounce  the  bond  of  matrimony  to 
“ be  perpetual,  and  that  only  two  perfons  may  he  joined 
it  ther ein  j a thins  more  plainly  declared  by  Christ  • 
See  Brent.  784.— Now,  here  is  an  interpolation  of  the 
word  only,  and  a downright  lye  to  juftiiy  it  tor  wheie 
does  Christ  more  plainly  declare , that  only  two  perfons 
can  be  joined  together  in  marriage  ? 

Mr.  Henry  goes  on  to  tell  us,  that  “ Hitherto  one  man 
had  but  one  wife  at  a time.’  — (How  did  he  know7  that  ? 
See  Be  Clerc  on  Gen.  iv.  19*  afid  Thelyph.  vol.  li. 
p.  1 61.  n ) — “ But  Lamech  took  two— From  the  begin- 
**  ning  it  was  not  fo ” — this  he  would  prov^  Irom  i\ial. 
ii.  15.  which  is  nothing  to  the  purpole.  See  above 
p.  132— 139.  He  then  fails  into  the  ufual  mifapplica- 
tion  and  perverhon  of  Matt.  xix.  8.  where  the  words 
in  the  beginning  it  was  not  so’  — clearly  and  necefiarily 
refer  to  the  preceding  fentence,  which  mentions  nothing 

but  putting  away  their  wives.”  . 

Mr.  Henry  concludes  his  annotation  on  Gen.  iv.  19. 
with  two  practical  inferences  : — 1.  I hat  thole  w'ho 
“ defert  God’s  church  and  commandments”  (which  laid 
commandments  are,  on  this  occafion,  the  entir 0 forgery  and 
invention  of  the  commentator)  lay  themlelves  open  to 

cc  all  manner  of  temptation. — 2.  I hat  when  an  ill  cuf- 

“ tom 
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are  no  fuch  words  as  “ two  only ” in  the  law 
of  marriage  referred  to  — -i  r {lands,  Gen  iu 
24.  they  /hall  be  one  JLjh  ; and,  as  mentioned 
by  Christ,  Matt,  xix  01  ho — they  twain 
J hall  be  one  Jlefh . So  Mark  x.  8 Had  the 
words  “ two  only  been  there,  we  fhould  not 
have  red  fo  frequently  afterwards  of  God's 
countenancing,  or  His  faints  praCtiling  po- 
lygamy, any  more  than  of  His  countenanc- 
ing* and  their  praCtifing  adultery . I muft 
here  take  notice  of  the  Evangelijl' s intro- 
duction of  the  words  hi  ho  — they  twain, 
or  the  twain — which  certainly  was  not  done 
as  an  addition  to  the  original  words,  or  as 
an  interpolation , in  order  to  introduce  fome 
new  doBrine , but  merely  as  a fort  of  pa - 
raphrafe  to  explain  their  import,  fenfe, 
and  meaning  — that  a man  and  his  wife, 
though  before  marriage  they  were  two — that 
is,  feparate,  unconnected,  independent  of  each 
other,  fo  that  they  might  or  might  not  come 
together,  yet  afterwards  they  are  no  more 
two , feparate,  unconnected,  independent  per- 
fons,  but  as  one  fiejh,  Iiq  crxpxcc  [ilzv.— The 
words  hi  ho — the  twain — are  not  to  be  taken 
in  their  numerical  * Jenfe,  for  if  they  be, 

what 

5C  tom  is  begun  by  ill  men,  fometimes  men  of  better  cha - 
“ rafters  are,  through  unwar inefs,  drawn  in  to  follow 
tc  them  ; "Jacob , David , and  many  others,  who  were 
otherwise  good  men , were  afterwards  enfnared  in  this 
“ fin,  which  Lamech  had  begun.” — N.  B.  This  is  called 
an  Expofition  o{  the  fcriptures  of  the  Old  I eftament  ! 

* Non  unitas  effsntialis , led  unio  feu  conjunct  10  myjlica 
vel  conjug alis  defcribitur.—Nold.  Part.  Edit.  Tymp. 
. Vol.  I.  L 750, 
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what  follows  ver.  6. — fo  that  they  are  no  more 
twain — would  not  be  true ; for  certainly 
a man  and  woman  are  as  much  numerically 
two  after  marriage,  as  they  are  before  it,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  numerically  one-,  but  in 
the  fame  fenfe  in  which  they  were  fpoken 
of  as  two  before,  they  now  become  one , that 
is  to  fay,  in  confederation  of  law. 

The  marriage  deftroys  their  unconnected- 
nefs,  diftindnefs,  and  independency  on  each 
other,  fo  that  in  all  legal  confederation  they 
are  no  more  twain , but  one  flefh.  Therefore 
the  confequence  is  proved  which  our  blelfed 
Lor  d meant  to  prove — it  could  not  be  law- 
ful for  a man  ol-koVosw — to  divorce  his  wife  for 
' every  caufe,  or  for  any  caufe  except  one,  which, 
of  itfelf,  divided  their  perfons  again,  and 
amounted  to  a total  diffolution  of  the  mar- 
riage-bond : for  to  make  a man  live  with  an 
adultrefs,  would  be  to  make  him  father  other 
people’s  children,  defeat  his  own  rightful 
heirs,  and  introduce  that  confufion  into  his 
family,  which  it  was  one  grand  objed  of  the 
feventh  commandment  to  prevent.  F or  want 
of  coniidering  the  words  oi  Svo — they  twain, 
or  the  twain — in  the  legal  fenfe  above-men- 
tioned, our  commentators  have  jingled  them 
in  their  fancies,  till  they  have  blundered  into 
their  two  only— -two  and  no  more  i thus  intei- 
polating  and  corrupting  the  words  of  the 
marriage- inftitution,  as  it  Hands  recorded 

- CO.  “ Not  an  effential  unity,  but  an  union  or  conjunc- 
lion  myJHcal  or  conjugal  is  defcribed.”  Matt.  xix. 
5,6.  Mark  x.  8. 
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Gen.  ii.  24,  and  what  is  worfe  (till,  making 
our  blefied  Saviour  do  the  fame,  by  reprefen t- 
ing  Him  as  ufing  the  words  in  their  numeric 
cal  fenfe.  This  ftamps  untruth,  nay,  down- 
right non  fen  fe  on  what  He  fays,  ver.  6 ; for 
it  is  not  true  that  a man  and  his  wife  are  no 
more  (numerically J two  ; and  to  fay  that  per- 
fons,  who  are  numerically  two , are  yet  numeri- 
cally one , is  downright  nonfenfe.  As  the 
word  twain  is  to  be  underftood  in  a legal 
fenfe,  fo  they  fall  be  one  fief , cannot  be  un- 
derftood in  a literal  fenfe,  as  if  by  a kind  of 
matrimonial  tranfubfiantiation  they  became 
literally  one  body  (fee  1 Cor.  vi.  16)  ; but 
that  they  are  fo  in  a legal fenfe  is  very  certain ; 
and  therefore,  as  a man  cannot  feparate  his 
bones  from  his  fief,  nor  his  fief  from  his 
bones , without  deftroving  himfelf,  fo  neither 
can  a man  put  away  his  wife  unjuftly  (who, 
in  eftimation  of  God's  law,  is  bone  of  his 
bone  and  fief  of  his  flejhj  without  offend- 
ing againft  the  holinefs,  and  deftroying  the 
pofitive  obligation  of  the  marriage-inftitu- 
tion. 

Thofe,  who  by  the  legerdemain  of  this 
fame  numerical  interpretation  of  the  word 
twain , added  to  the  found  of  the  former  claufe 
of  ver.  9.  make  Christ  condemn  polygamy  as 
adultery , reprefen t Him  as  ufing  the  word 
— adultery — in  an  unauthorized  uncon- 
formity to  the  Hebrew  fcripture  (as  our  Lord 
doubtlefs  fpake  in  Hebrew  J ; tor  no  where  is 
that  word  ufed,  to  denote  a man  who  had 
one  wife,  taking  another  to  her , and  cohabiting 
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with  both  (which  I take  to  be  the  true  and 
genuine  notion  of  polygamy ) ; nor  is  it  ufed 
in  any  other  fenfe,  but  to  denote  the  defilement 
of  a married  woman . Our  Saviour,  who 
conftantly  appealed  to  the  Hebrew  fcriptures 
for  what  he  delivered  to  the  people,  can 
hardly  be  fuppofed  to  have  advanced  a doc- 
trine fo  unfupported  by  them ; and  that  before 
an  audience  of  thofe  very  Pharifees , who  we 
are  told,  Luke  xi.  54.  were  laying  wait  for 
him,  fe eking  to  catch  fomething  out  of  His  mouth , 
that  they  might  accufie  Him . Again — by  mak- 
ing Christ  declare  polygamy  to  be  adultery , 
they  charge  Him  with  afferting  a falfhood, 
both  in  point  of  law  and  fadl,  by  declaring  all 
fuch  after-taken  women  not  to  be  the  real 
wives  of  the  men  who  took  them  ; for  if  they 
were,  adultery  mu  ft  be  out  of  the  queftion. 
Let  us  examine  this  on  the  footing  of  Scrip- 
ture. It  is  faid,  1 Sam.  xxv.  42,  43,  Abi- 
gail became  Davids  wife , and  David  alio 
took  Ahinoam  of  Jezreel,  and  they  were 
alfo  both  of  them  his  wives . So  witnefleth  the 
Holy  Ghoft , and  this,  though  ver.  44.  tells  us, 
he  had  at  that  very  time  another  wife  living. 
By  faying  they  were  alfo  both  of  them  his  wives 
(for  that  muft  be  the  meaning  ot  in  this 
context)  it  is  making  each  one  flefh  with  him, 
fo  that  he  could  not  divorce  either  > and  if 
either  had  gone  to  another  man,  fhe  would 
have  been  an  adult  refs,  and  the  man  who  took 
her  would  have  been  an  adulterer . I fay  this, 
taking  it  for  granted  that  the  Holy  Ghoft 

would  not  have  called  them  his  wives,  V 
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&vh—fibi  in  nxores.  Mont.— unlefs  they  re- 
ally  we?' e fo . See  alfo  i Sam.  xxvii.  3* 

Thus,  on  the  authority  of  the  Hebrew  fcrip- 
ture,  an  after-taken  woman  is  as  much  a 
man’s  wife  who  takes  her,  as  the  jirjl  is 
therefore  it  is  neither  true  in  point  of  law  or 
fa£i>  that  a man  having  one  wife , and  taking 
another , committeth  adultery  ; for  which  rea- 
fon  it  is  * impoffible  Christ  fhould  ever  fay 
fo,  and  thole  who  make  Him  fay  fo,  wreft 

His  words  from  their  true  meaning,. But 

as  this  portion  of  lcripture  will  neceffarily 
fall  under  farther  coniideration  hereafter,  I 
will  now  return  to  the  hiftory  ot  Lamech. 

Whether  he  did  right  or  wrong  does  not 
appear,  for  it  is  only  faid — Lamech  took  him 
two  wives . His  being  “ of  the  degenerate 
“ race  of  Cain”  made  it  not  a jot  the  woife , 
or  a tittle  the  better , any  more  than  the  fame 
thing  done  by  Jacob  made  it  either  the  one 
or  the  other,  becaufe  he  was  “ of  the  bleffed 
“ race  of  Seth.”  The  invention  of  muficy 
which  was  afterwards  made  fuch  coniiderable 
ufe  of  in  the  te?np!e  of  God — of  agriculture 
and  the  care  of  cattle — of  working  in  brafs  and 

* It  is  very  certain  that  the  whole  law  of  Mcfes , even 
the  ceremonial  part  of  it,  was  at  this  time  in  all  its  force 
and  obligation — therefore  to  reprefent  Christ,  who 
came  to  vindicate  its  honour,  and  enforce  the  refpedf  due 
to  it,  as  laying  down  a propofition  in  direct  contrariety 
to  the  whole  tenor  of  the  Jcwifo  law,  is  to  reprefent  Him 
as  uttering  a downright  falfhood,  and  this  in  the  face,  as 
it  were,  of  the  whole  Jewijh  nation,  which  He  fo  con- 
ftantly  referred  to  thq  writings  of  Mofesy  for  the  truth  of 
what  He  faid, 
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iron,  were  all  found  out  by  Lamecr’s  chil- 
dren ; yet  I cannot  conceive  that  they  are  the 
lefs  innocent  in  themfelves,  or  lefs  ufeful  to 
mankind,  than  if  they  had  been  found  out  by 
Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob.  We  can 
only  fay  of  fuch  obfervations  on  fcripture, 
that  they  are  very  filly-,  but  if  the  word  of 
God  is  to  be  corrupted,  in  order  to  ferve  as  a 
foundation  for  them,  they  are  very  wicked • 
See  Dent.  iv.  2.  xii.  32.  I only  mention  Mr. 
Henry , but  I might  name  others ; one  who 
goes  fo  far  in  corrupting  the  text,  that  he  re- 
prefents  it  as  the  command  of  God,  that 
“ two,  and  no  more,  fhould  be  one  flejh , Gen. 
“ ii.  24.”  The  words  fimply  are  'iWZh  Vm 
erunt  in  carnem  imam.  K cti  sggvtou 
ci  ho  hQ  acLpvut  g/*v.  Matt.  xix.  5.  4 They  twain 
jhall  be  one  flejh.  The  words  socvtcu  ci  ho — 
they  two  Jhall  be,  &c. — relate  to  the  man  and 
his  wife,  mentioned  in  the  fame  verfe,  and 
anfwer  to  the  vm  Gen.  ii.  24.  which  fig- 
nifies  they  Jhall  be— meaning  the  and  intPtt 
the  man  and  his  wife,  Gen.  ii.  24.  So  that 
though  here  be  a fmall  variation  between 
they  Jhall  be , and  they  twain  jhall  be,  yet  it  is 
merely  verbal  in  point  of  quotation  ; the 
fenfe  is  juft  the  fame,  whether,  fpeaking  of  a 
man  and  woman,  we  fay — they , or — they 
twain  : but  adding  the  word  only , or  they  two 
and  no  more,  is  a very  material  alteration,  fo 
materia],  as  to  alter  the  whole  fenfe  of  the 
paflage,  and  to  make  every  polygamijl  that  ever 
lived,  an  offender  againft  the  original  wjhtu- 

iion  of  marriage.  Rather  than  fail  in  this, 
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even  the  learned  Beza  himfelf  will  conde- 
fcend  to  talk  nonfenfe.  On  i Cor.  vi.  16. 
where  the  apojile  cites  our  Lord’s  words— 
Two  fhall  be  one  jlefh — “ this  oi  SvoT  fays  he, 

“ is  not  mentioned  by  Mofes,  but  is  rightly 
“ added,  as  well  in  this  place  as  in  Matt. 

“ xix.  5.  and  Mark  x.  8.  becaufe  there  is 
“ only  mention  made  of  a man  and  of  one 
“ wif  e,  but  not  of  wives ; nor  is  it  true  that  a 
“ polygamifl  is  one  with  each  of  his  feveral 
ic  wives,  when  he  is  rather  divided  into  as 
€€  many  parts  as  he  has  wives."  Though  this 
learned  man  reprefents  a polygamijl  as  Judges 
xix.  29.  reprefents  the  Levite s concubine , 
whom  he  divided , together  with  her  bones , into 
twelve  parts , and  fent  her  into  all  the  coajis  of 
Isr  ael,  yet  the  polygamijls  which  we  read  of 
in  fcripture  were  as  entire  individuals,  in  a 
moral  as  well  as  a natural  fenfe,  as  thofe  who 
had  but  one  wife ; otherwife  each  woman 
could  not  have  called  the  man  * her  hujband , 

1 Sam.  i.  8,  22,  23.  nor  could  each  woman 
be  called  his  wifey  ver.  2.  Now  whatever 
parties,  being  united,  in  God’s  account  are 
man  and  wij'ey  they  are  alfo  -f  one flefhy  there- 
fore 

* biS)  in  our  law,  commonly  faid,  that  each  join - 
tenant  is  feifed  of  the  land,  which  he  holdeth  jointly,  per 
my&  per  tout—"  by  the  half. \ or  by  party  and  by  the 
“ whole”  ' “ Et  pc  totum  tenety  iff  nihil  tenet — fcil  .—Itotum 
<c  conjunftim , & nihil  feperathny  fays  Lord  Coke” — “And 
“ thus  he  holdeth  the  whole,  and  holdeth  nothing — that 
is  to  fay,  the  whole  jointly , and  nothing  feparately .” 
Coke  Litt.  186.  a.  Litt.  § 288. 

f This  phrafe,  according  to  the  Hebrew , denotes  all 
relationfhip,  whether  of  affinity  by  marriage,  as  Gen. 
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fore  it  is  true , u that  a polygamifl  is  with 
- each  ^ of  his  feveral  wives” — that  is  to 
fay,  in  the  legal  fenfe  above-mentioned  ; nor 
can  all  the  reafonings  of  men  prove  them 
otherwife,  ’till  they  can  prove  themfelves 
wifer  than  He  is  who  declares  them  to  be  fo. 
And  I do  verily  believe,  that  if  a man  had  fe- 
duced  any  wife  of  a polygamifl , and  had  been 
arraigned  before  the  judges  of  Ifrael  on  that 
ftatute,  Deut.  xxii.  22.  he  muft,  as  well  as 
the  woman , have  been  condemned  to  die,  not> 
withftanding  what  Beza  has  faid,  or  what  all 
the  reafoners  in  the  world  could  have  faid  on 
the  fubjedt  of  polygamy , in  arrejl  of  judg- 
ment. 

But  there  is  a text  in  the  Old  Teftament, 
which  is  looked  upon  by  fome  to  be  a diredt 
forbiddance  of  polygamy  ; for  it  hands  in  the 
margin  of  our  Bibles — cfhou  Jhalt  not  take  one 
wife  to  another . If  this  be  right  rendering 

of  the  'Hebrew * then  the  faints  of  old  time 

ii.  24.  or  co?ifanguinity.  See  Gen.  xxix.  14.  Judges  ix.  2. 
2 Sam.  v,  1.  1 Chron.  xi.  1.  2 Sam.  xix.  12,  13.  So 
that  the  conjuration  of  Beza , and  other  commentators, 
who  have  found  out  that  a man  can  only  be  one fiejh  with 
one  woman , may  alfo  find  out  that  but  one  of  his  relations 
can  be  of  his  bone  and  of  his  fiejh^  or  be  called  fo  with  any 
propriety.  In  Lev.  xviii.  6.  a man’s  near  of  kin  is  in  the 
Hebrew  YTZO  — re?nalnder  of  his  flejh.  Eng.  Marg. 

— every  near  relation  being,  as  it  were,  a remnant , or  re- 
mainder of  the  fame  flefh  and  blood  of  which  we  our- 
felves  confift, 

t Even  as  Christ,  the  hu/band  of  the  church  (comp. 
If.  liv.  5.  with  2 Cor.  xi.  2.)  is  as  really  one  writh  every 
feveral  believer,  as  with  the  whole  church  collectively ; 
or  as  the  head  is  one  with  each  and  all  the  members  of  the 
body.  See  poll. 
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finned  againft  light,  knowledge , and  * with 

a witnefs  ! But  it  is  tranflated  in  the  text — 
Neither  jkalt  thou  take  a wife  to  her  ffter , to 
vex  her , //?  her  life-time.  Lev.  xviii.  18.  Firft, 
I would  obferve,  that  the  marginal  reading — 
“ one  wife  to  another  y — difunites  entirely  the 
1 8th  verfe  from  the  preceding  context  to 
which  it  belongs ; this  only  treats  of  mar- 
riages which  are  unlawful  with  refpedt  to  affi- 
nity and  confanguinity . The  brother  s wife 

had  there  been  fpoken  of,  ver.  1 6 ; here, 
moft  naturally,  as  a necefiary  part  of  the  pro- 
hibition of  incejl , the  wife  s ffter.  Secondly, 
This  rendering  of  the  text  is  agreeable  to 
the  grammatical  fenfe  of  the  Hebrew , which 
the  other  is  not.  This  is  demonftrably 

* Ipfos  quoque  Judeeos  hanc  legem  de  polygamia  baud 
accepifte,  perpetua  confuetudo  plures  fibi  ex  hac  gente 
jungentium  uxores  oftendit.  Non  autem  videntur  tanto 
impetu  per  vetitum  nefas  ruifle,  praecipue  legis  divinae  cse- 
tera  ftudiofiftimi,  fi  expreftb  hujufmodi  mandato  hac  de 
re  cautum  fuiflet.  Tympius  in  Nold.  p.  30,  note  r. 

“ That  the  Jews  themfelves  did  not  underftand  this 
<c  law  as  concerning  polygamy , their  conftant  practice  of 
<c  marrying  a plurality  of  wives  demonftrates  ; for  it  is 
“ not  probable  that  they  fhonld  have  rufhed  with  fuch 

violence  into  prohibited  wickednefs,  efpecialiy  thofe 
cc  who  were  moft  obfervant  of  the  divine  law  in  all  other 
“ refpedis,  if  cautioned  againft  it  by  fo  exprefs  a com- 
ct  m^ndment.” 

This  is  certainly  very  Improbable , yet  not  fo  improbable , 
as  that,  if  polygamy  be  againft  the  original  inftitution  of 
mcur.age,  and,  as  luch,  here  forbidden  by  a pojitive  law , 
God  fhould  no  where  appear  to  difapprove  it,  or  enadt 
any  judicial  law  againft  it,  on  the  fide  of  the  man,  as  on 
the  fide  of  the  woman.  See  Lev.  xx.  10.  where  the  wife 
who  is  defiled,  and  the  man  who  defiles  her,  are  con- 
demned to  capital  puniJhmenU 
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{hewn  in  Tympius’s  note  on  Lev.  xviii,  18.  in 
Noldius , Heb.  Part.  rWtt  p.  30.  But  as  I 
find  the  meaning  of  this  important  paflfage 
better  explained  by  the  learned  Bijhop  Patrick 
on  the  place,  than  I can  exprels  it  in  any 
words  of  my  own,  I will  tranfcribe  the  Bi- 
jhof  s note  as  it  ftands  : 

44  There  are  a great  many  eminent  writers, 
44  who,  following  our  marginal  tranflation 
44  (one  wife  to  another)  imagine  that  here 
44  plurality  of  wives  is  exprefsly  forbidden  by 
44  God,  and  they  think  there  is  an  example 
44  to  juftify  this  tranflation,  Exod . xxvi.  3. 
44  where  Mofes  is  commanded  to  take  care 
44  that  the  five  curtains  of  the  tabernacle  were 
44  coupled  together,  cne  to  its  fifiery  as  the 
44  Hebrew  phrafe  is,  meaning  one  to  another ; 
44  which,  if  it  were  true,  would  folve  feveral 
44  difficulties  : but  there  are  fuch  reafons 

44  againft  it,  as  that  I cannot  think  it  to  be 
44  the  meaning.  For  as  more  wives  than  one 
44  were  indulged  before  the  law,  fo  they  were 
“ after . And  Mofes  himfelf  fuppofes  as 

44  much,  when  he  provides,  a man  ffiould  not 
44  prefer  a child  he  had  by  a beloved  wife , be- 
44  fore  one  he  had  by  her  whom  he  hatedy  if 
<4  he  was  the  eldefi  fion ; which  plainly  inti— 
44  mates  an  allowance  in  his  law  of  more  wives 
44  than  one P 

Here,  by  the  good  and  learned  Bijhop's 
leave,  I would  obferve  that  he  exprefifes  him- 
felf rather  inaccurately  ; for  by  laying — 
44  Moses  himfelf  fuppofes  as  much,”  and  by 
calling  the  law  he  is  mentioning,  “ his 
10  44  (Moses’s) 
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<c  (Moses's)  law,” — it  looks  as  If  Moses  was 
fpeaking  by  his  own  wildom,  and  eftablifhing 
fome  law  merely  on  his  own  authority ; 
whereas  Moses,  under  the  immediate  infpi- 
ration  of  the  Holy  Ghojl  (Numb.  xi.  17,  25. 
and  2 Pet.  i.  21.)  is  the  mouth  of  God  Him- 
felf  to  the  people  ; to  whom  He  fays,  Deut. 
iv.  5.  Behold , I have  taught  you  Jiatutes  and 
judgments , even  as  the  Lord  commanded  me , 
that  ye  fhould  do  fo  in  the  land  whither  ye 
go  to  pojjefs  it.  The  only  inftance  in  which 
Moses  ailed  by  his  own  authority,  was  in  the 
matter  of  divorces.  When  our  Saviour  is 
mentioning  this,  Matth.  xix.  he  does  not  fay 
— God  Juffered,  but — Moses,  becaufe  of  the 
hardnefS'  of  your  hearts,  fuffered you  to  put  away 
your  wives ; but  from  the  beginning  it  was  7iot 
Jo  ; plainly  intimating  that  fuch  divorce  was 
not  of  God’s  ordaining,  but  merely  of  Mo- 
ses’s permijjion , as  an  expedient  to  obviate 
the  mifchiefs  of  his  enforcing  the  letter  of 
the  law  in  every  inftance,  by  compelling  them 
to  retain  their  wives ; thus  fubjedling  them 
to  their  ill  treatment  ^nd  brutality,  even  to 
the  beating  and  perhaps  killing  them.  So 
that,  in  this  toleration  of  divorce  for,  or  upon 
account  of,  the  hardnejs  of  their  hearts,  Moses 
might  fay  as  Paul,  i Cor . vii.  12.  Jo  fuch 
JpeakI,  not  the  Lord — but  as  to  other  things, 
not  I,  but  the  Lord,  ver.  10.— The  Bifiop 
proceeds — “ And  fo  we  find  exprefsly  their 
“ kinSs  might  have,  though  not  a multitude , 
Deut.  xvii.  17 1 and  their  bejl  king,  who 
red  God  s law  day  and  night , and  could 
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««  not  but  underftand  it,  took  many  wives 
“ without  any  reproof:  nay,  God  gave  him 
“ more  than  he  had  before,  by  delivering  his 
“ (late)  mailer’s  wives  to  him,  2 Sam.  xii.  8. 

« And  befides  all  this,  Moses,  fpeaking  all 
“ along  in  this  chapter  of  confanguinity  and 
“ affinity , it  is  reafonable,  as  Schindlerus  ob- 
ferves,  to  conclude  he  doth  fo  here,  not  of 
4C  one  woman  to  another , but  of  one  * Jijier  to 
another • There  being  alfo  the  like  reafon 
“ to  underftand  the  word  Jijier  properly  in 
<<  this  place,  as  the  words  daughter  or  mother 
<c  in  others,  ver.  17,  and  chap.  xx.  14* 
where  he  forbids  a man  to  take  a woman 
“ and  her  mother , or  a woman  and  her  daugh- 
ter , as  fheodoric  Hackfpan  fufficiently  notes. 

<<  The  meaning  therefore  is,  that  though 
««  two  wives  at  a time , or  more,  were  permitted 
iC  in  thofe  days,  no  man  fkould  take  two 
ie  (as  Jacob  formerly  did,  before  there^ 

was  any  pofitive  law  againft  it)  begotten  of 
“ the  fame  fat  her,  or  born  of  the  fame  mother, 
44  whether  legitimately  or  illegitimately, 
(which,  though  it  may  feem  prohibited 
46  before,  becaufe  the  marriage  of  a brother  s 
cc  wife  is  forbidden)  yet  it  is  here  diredtly 
« prohibited,  as  other  marriages  are  which 
<c  were  implicitly  forbidden  befoie ; foi 
<<  ver.  7.  the  marriage  of  a fon  with  his  mo- 
<c  ther  is  forbidden,  and  ver.  10.  the  marri- 
age  of  a father  with  his  daughter . 

* It  is  to  be  obferved  that  JIT tt*  is  ufed  four  times  in 
other  parts  of  the  chapter,  and  neceffarily  figmfies,  as  our 
tranflators  have  rendered  it— a jijier.  bo  Lev.  xx. 

17, 19. 
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To  the  above  remarks  of  the  learned  and 
judicious  Bijhop  Patrick , I will  venture  to  add 
a conjecture  of  my  own,  the  folidity  of  which 
muft:  be  fubmitted  to  the  reader  s determi- 
nation. It  is  very  certain  that  at  vei.  16.  the 
marriage  of  a brother  s wife  is  forbidden,  and 
as  the  wife's  Jifter  is  thereby  virtually  or  im- 
plicitly forbidden  to  marry  the  Jifter  s hujband , 
it  might  be  fuppofed  that  there  was  little  oc- 
cafion  to  mention . the  wife's  Jifter  in  dired 
terms  afterwards,  ver.  18.  But  the  neceffity 
of  this  is  apparent,  when  we  recoiled:  the 
precedent  of  Jacob,  which  the  Jews  would, 
probably  have  urged  againft  an  interpretative 
prohibition  of  fuch  a thing,  at  ver.  16.  It 
was  certainly  no  fin  in  Jacob,  becaufe  there 
was  no  law  againft  it  5 but  after  this  pofitive 
law,  it  could  not  be  done  without  fin , for  —fin 
is  the  tranfgrejfion  of  the  law . 

As  there  was  but  one  man  and  one  woman 
at  firft,  the  peopling  of  the  world  muft  have 
been  carried  on  between  much  nearer  rela- 
tions, and  therefore  there  could  be  no  law  to 
forbid  marriages  of  this  fort.  So  after  the 
flood,  when  but  eight  perjons,  and  thofe  all  of 
one  family,  were  left  of  mankind,  we  find, 
for  many  ages,  no  laws  enaded  againft  mar- 
rying within  thofe  degrees  of  relationlhip, 
which  were  afterwards  exprefsly  prohibited. 
But  when  the  * reafon  cealed,  the  thing  itfelf 

was 

* After  the  Exodus , the  Ifraelites  were  retrained  from 
marrying  within  certain  degrees  of  confanguinity,  which 
had  been,  till  then,  permitted,  to  prevent  their  taking 

wives 
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was  to  ceafe,  as  demonftrably  appears  by  God’s 
enadting  the  pofitive  laws  againft  marrying 
within  certain  degrees  of  conjanguinity  and 
affinity  ; fubjedt  neverthelefs,  like  all  other  of 
H is  general  laws,  to  fuch  exceptions,  re- 
ftraints,  or  qualifications,  as  He  in  his  in- 
finite wifdom  (hould  fee  expedient.  Some  of 
them  carry  their  own  reafons  with  them, 
others  do  not,  but  doubtlefs  all  equally  wife, 
as  equally  the  difpenfations  of  Omnifcience . 

By  the  way,  I cannot  help  obferving  it  as 
a very  extraordinary  thing,  that  the  Cbriffian 
churches  flhould  adopt  one  part  of  the  law 
refpedting  marriages,  and  pay  no  regard  to  the 
reft  of  it.  They  have  made  the  eighteenth 
chapter  of  Leviticus , from  ver.  6 to  ver  1 8, 
inclufive,  a part  of  our  religion  ; fo  Exod. 
xx.  14.  and  fome  other  pafiages  of  the  law. 
But  why  this,  and  not  the  reft  of  the  whole 
law  of  God,  where  marriage,  as  His  ordinance 
relating  to  all  mankind,  is  concerned  ? Is  not 
this  proceeding  of  Cbriffian  churchmen , like 
that  of  the  Jewiffj,  Mai.  ii.  9.  where  God 
complains — Ye  have  not  kept  my  ways,  but 
have  been  partial  in  the  law  ? The  man  who 

wives  from  among  the  idolatrous  nations  with  whom  they 
lived. 

This  was  the  reafon  which  Abraham  gave,  for  chufing 
a wife  for  Ifaac  from  his  own  kindred,  Gen.  xxiv.  3,  & 
feq.  and  his  defcendents  for  following  his  example,  Gen. 
xxviii.  1,  & alib.  but  which  was  now  entirely  ceafed,  by 
their  being  fo  multiplied  ; fo  that  they  could  eafily  find 
wives,  without  being  neceflitated  to  marry  their  near  rela- 
tions, or  to  contract  marriages  with  the  heathen.  See 
Ant.  Univ.  Hift.  vol.  iii.  p.  140. 

renders 
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renders  a folid  reafon  for  adopting  Exod.  xx. 
to  ver.  17,  inclufive,  and  Lev.  xviii.  from 
ver.  6 to  ver.  18,  inclufive,  as  well  as  many 
other  parts  of  that  chapter,  and  at  the  fame 
time  rejecting  Exod . xxii.  16.  and  Deut.  xxii. 
28,  29,  as  touching  the  moral  intendment  of 
them,  will  perform  a very  difficult  talk,  un- 
lefs  he  can  prove  that  marrying  a wife's  fifiery 
for  inftance,  is  a greater  crime,  and  of  more 
evil  tendency  to  mankind,  as  well  as  more 
inimical  to  the  interefts  of  civil  fociety> 
than  enticing  a virgin — debauching  her — and 
then  * abandoning  her  to  infamy  and  projlitu - 
tution  ; or,  that  though  this  was  a fin  in  the 
days  of  Mofies , vet  it  is  no fin  now,  and  there- 
fore the  pofitive  commandments  which  God 
enadted  to  prevent  it,  are  no  longer  to  be 
confidered  of  any  force  or  obligation. 

It  is  true,  that  we  do  not  keep  precifely  the 
+ /event h day,  as  the  Chrifiian  Sabbath , looking 

upon 

* This  is  what  the  Jews  do  not  fuffer  to  be  done  to 
this  hour — if  a fingle  man  debauches  a virgin,  he  is 
obliged  to  marry  her—\{  a married  ?nan  does  fo,  he  is 
obliged  to  maintain  her  as  long  as  he  lives.  This  in  coun- 
tries where  polygamy  is  not  allowed;  in  others,  where  it  is 
allowed,  he  mult  marry  her . Surely,  in  this  refpeft,  they 
may  rife  in  judgment  againjl  this  generation , and  condemn 
it . 

t I have  lately  feen  a MS.  of  that  laborious  calculator 
and  chronologift,  Mr.  Kennedy , in  which  he  would  prove, 
that  what  we  call  Sunday , is  the  true  original  Sabbath. 
This  is  very  clear,  that  the  week  was  divided  into  /even 
days , lo  early  as  at  the  creation  of  the  world  (fee  Gen.  i.) ; 
that  each  day  is  diltingui (lied  by  the  works  which  God 
wrought  therein  3 that  the  day  on  which  God  is  faid  to 

rejl 
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upon  the  fourth  commandment,  in  that  re- 
fpeCt,  as  ceremonial,  typical,  or  prefigurative 
of  fomething  elfe  (whether  rightly  or  no  does 
not  come  within  my  prefent  defign  to  con- 
fider) ; but  as  to  the  moral  part,  which  fane  - 
tifies  a given  portion  of  our  time  for  the  pub- 
lic worfhip  of  Him  to  whom  we  fland  in- 
debted for  ally  we  very  rightly  look  upon  this 
as  the  bounden  duty  and  fervice  of  Chrifiians , 
as  well  as  Jews , till  time  fhall  be  no  more. 
So  with  regard  to  the  fum  of  fifty  Jhekels, 
or  the  dower  according  to  the  dowry  of  vir- 
gins, (fee  Exod.  xxii.  16.  Dent.  xxii.  29.) 
this  may  be  fet  down  among  the  cere- 
monial or  temporary  obfervances  of  what 
may  be  called,  to  this  purpofe,  the  JewiJh 
law.  But  with  refpeCl  to  the  moral  intend- 
ment of  thofe  laws  in  Exodus  and  Deutero- 
nomy, which  was  to  eftablifh,  ratify,  and  con- 
firm the  marriage- ordinance  in  the  fullnefs  of 
its  obligation — they  Jhall  be  one  fiejh— to  pre- 
vent men  from  abandoning  women  to  whore- 
dom and  proftitution,  and  all  the  bitter  con- 
fequerlces  of  feduCtion  and  dereliction,  thofe 
laws  ought  to  be  as  binding  on  the  contin- 
ences of  mankind,  as  the  morality  of  the  fourth 

1 * 


reft  from  all  His  zvork  that  He  had  made,  is  called  the 
feventh  day,  which  he  hallowed  and  fanftified  on  that  ac- 
count ; that  the  fourth  commandment  recites  all  this,  as 
the  reafon  for  its  being  kept  holy  ; that  the  Jews  have 
at  all  times  obferved  our  Saturday  as  the  feventh  day  or 
Sabbath  ; that  its  Greek  name  mZ*CC*iov,  and  its  Latin 
name  Dies  Sabbathi , always  denoted  th ejewijh  Sabbath  ; 
and  that  the  day  we  call  Sunday , is  in  the  l\ew  Tefta- 
ment  called  Mi*  %*C€*[m,  the  firft  day  of  the  week— ergo. 


it  cannot  be  the  feventh . 
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commandment,  or  of  any  other  law  of  Got? 
whatloever.  To  thefe  purpofes  they  are  as 
much  moral  laws  as  any  of  the  ten  command- 
ments. If  this  be  not  the  cafe,  why  do  we 
wafte  the  time  of  public  worfhip  in  caufing 
thefe  chapters  to  be  red  over  to  the  people  ? 
Deut.  xxii.  is  our  firffc  ielfon  for  the  evening- 
fervice  every  4th  of  March  ; as  is  Exod.  xxii. 
for  every  8th  of  February  in  the  morning. 
But  it  would  be  very  ftrange  if  the  minister 
was  to  preface  with — “ Good  people,  ye  are 
“ aflembled  here  to  hear  the  word  of  God  ; 

but  ye  are  not  to  mind  what  ye  hear,  be- 
t€  caufe  the  protection  of  females  from  the 
“ luft,  villainy,  treachery,  and  cruelty  of 
“ men,  is  no  longer  an  objeCt  of  the 
“ laws  which  I am  going  to  read  to  you. 
€€  They  bound  the  Jews , but  we  Chrijlians 
<£  have  nothing  to  do  with  them/'  Dread- 
ful as  fuch  language  would  be  to  hear,  it  fays 
no  more,  than  every  man  does,  who  con- 
tends for  the  obfoletenefs  and  abolition  of 
thefe  wife,  holy,  and  falutary  provifions  for 
female  fecurity. 

With  refpeCt  to  the  New  Tefcament,  the 
fubjeCt  of  polygamy , Amply  confidered,  is 
not  fo  much  as  mentioned,  either  as  good  or 
bad.  The  more  I have  fearched,  the  more 
I am  convinced  that  it  is  not  to  be  found, 
unlefs  incidentally  in  the  epiftles  to  Timothy 
and  Titusy  and  there  only  hinted  at  as  the 
poflible  fituation  of  certain  people.  Nor  is 
there  the  lead  occafion  it  fhould  be  men- 
tioned, as  it  was  amply  explained  and  deter- 
Vox,.  I.  M minately 
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minately  fettled  in  the  law  which  was  given 
by  Mojes  (fee  John  i.  17.) ; where  we  do  not 
find  it  faid,  that  one  law  was  given  by  Mojes , 
and  another  law  by  Jefus  Chrijl ; but  O Mixes, 
the  law — which,  in  the  connection  it 
ftands,  mud  fignify  the  whole  law — all  the 
law  which  God  ever  ordained  or  revealed  to 
mortals — was  given  by  Moses  ; Grace — to 
pardon  the  tranfgrefiions  of  that  law ; "Truth 
— to  fulfil  and  anfwer  every  demand  of  its 
moral  requirements,  as  well  as  every  ceremo- 
nial prefiguration — came  by  Jesus  Christ. 
Heb.  ix.  15.  Col.  ii.  17.  So  that  Christ 
2s  the  end  of  the  law  for  right eoufnefs  to 
every  one  that  believeth . Rom.  x.  4. 

However*  as  it  is  almoft  univerfally  taken 
for  granted,  that  “ though  polygamy  might 
<c  be  allowed  under  the  Old  Teftament,  yet 
“ it  is  forbidden  tinder  the  New  Teda- 
“ ment and  as  this  opinion  is  as  preva- 
lent as  that  of  tranfubfiantiaiion , and  the  wor- 
fliip  of  the  Virgin  Mary , are  in  the  church 
of  Rome , and  for  centuries  were  in  the  church 
of  England , let  us  proceed  farther  to  exa- 
mine the  foundation  upon  which  it  ftands. 

In  the  firft  place,  I cannot  find,  or  even 
conceive,  an  inftance  in  which  the  writings 
of  the  apoftles  of  Christ  contradict  thofe  of 
Moses  and  the  prophets.  If  there  could 
be  fuch  a thing,  both  mud  be  rendered  fufpi - 
cions— one  mud  be  falfe — both  fides  of  a 
contradiction  cannot  be  true . The  adversa- 
ries of  revelation  have  long  tried,  as  they 
have  earneftly  wifhed,  to  find  fuch  a thing* 
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but  in  vain  ! God  forbid  that  its  friends 
lhould  even  imagine  it  poffible  ! if  it  be 
true,  that  the  fcriptures  of  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment  are  able  to  make  us  wife  unto  falvation 
2 Tim.  iii.  15.  it  muft  be  becaufe  they  con- 
tain the  law  and  the  gofpcl ; for  no  man  can 
be  wife  unto  falvation  without  the  knowledge 
of  thefe.  They  certainly  contain  both — the 
gcfpel  was  preached  unto  Abraham,  Gal.  iii. 
8 ; to  the  Israelites  under  the  Old  Tef- 
tament,  as  well  as  to  us  under  the  New  Tef- 
tament.  Heb.  iv.  2.  We  have  the  fame  fpi - 
rit  of  faith , 2 Cor.  iv.  13.  and  doubtlefs  the 
fame  objedl  of  faith , I Cor.  x.  4.  Numb . xxi. 
9.  with  John  iii.  14,  15.  Wherefore  it  is 
not  to  be  conceived,  that  God  fliould  leave 
the  heirs  of  falvation  in  a ftate  of  ignorance 
touching  the  original  inftitution  of  marriage, 
or  of  the  meaning  of  thofe  pofitive  laws  which 
were  to  enforce  it  (and  this  after  the  giving 
of  the  law  for  1500  years  together)  any  more 
under  the  Old  Teftament  than  under  the 
New  Teftament.  It  muft  be  as  necefiary  for 
a Jew,  in  order  to  be  wife  unto  falvation,  to 
know  God's  mind  and  will  on  thefe  intereft- 
ing  and  important  fubje&s,  as  for  a Chrifian. 
•Each  muft  be  judged  by  the  fame  law — each 
faved,  though  under  different  difpenfations 
of  it,  by  the  fame  gofpel. 

* The  Apoftle  adds — 7nr€<y<  7»r  \v  Xp/rw  I v\<rov 
— through  faith  which  is  in  Christ  Jesus,  i.  e.  believing 
Him  to  be  the  iVIessiah.  b or  want  of  believing  which, 
the  apoftate  Jews  were  not  made  wife  unto  falvation  by 
the  fcriptures  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
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As  little  probable  is  it,  that  He  (hould  al- 
low His  own  beloved  children  to  fly  in  the 
face  of  His  authority,  and  live  in  the  breach 
of  His  poftive  law,  for  fo  long  a period, 
without  the  leaft  check  or  reproof,  when 
part  of  His  gracious  covenant  runs  in  thefe 
words,  Pf.  lxxxix.  30.  If  his  children  forfoke 
my  law,  and  walk  not  in  my  judgments  ; 
if  they  break  my  statutes,  and  keep  not  my 
COMMANDMENTS  ; then  will  I vifit  their  of- 
fences with  the  rod , and  their  fm  with  fcourges. 
"There  are  inftances  enough  of  this  for  other 
things— witnefs  David’s  broken  bones , Pf.  li. 
8.  for  his  adultery  with  Bath sheba,  and 
murder  of  Uriah.  But  where  is  there  one 
inftance  of  it  for  polygamy  ? Wherein  did 
God  ever  punifh  it  ? David  died  as  really 
a Chrijlian  believer  as  St.  Paul  did;  witnefs 
his  lajl  words,  2 Sam . xxiii.  5 ; and  yet, 
amidft  all  the  explicit  confeffions  he  made 
in  the  mod  folemn  hours  of  his  repentancey 
he  does  not  once  * bewail  the  polygamy  he 
lived  in ; nay,  alrooft  the  laft  ad  of  his  life 
was  an  ad:  of  polygamy , in  taking  Abishag 

. ; yL 

* Which  is  very  extraordinary,  and  indeed  unaccount- 
able. if  to  have  more  than  one  wife  at  a time  be  a mortal 
fin . The  charader  alfo  which  we  have  of  David* 
1 Kings  xv.  5.  has,  upon  this  principle,  a degree  of  ob- 
feunty  which  mud  render  it  wholly  unintelligible-for 
how  can  it  be  faid  of  a man,  who  lived  and  died  in  an 
open,  avowed,  wilful,  and  continued  courfe  of  delibe- 
rate iniquity,  that  he  did  that  which  ivas  right  in  the  eyes 
of  the  Lord,  and  turned  not  afede  from  any  thing  that  Me 
commanded  him  all  the  days  of  his  life , Jave  ONLY  /»  the 
matter  of  Uriah  the  Hittite  ? 
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the  Shunamite  to  lie  in  bis  bofom,  his  wife 
Bathsheba  being  then  living.  For  though 
it  be  faid,  1 Kings  i.  4.  that  he  knew  her  not ; 
yet  it  plainly  appears,  by  what  Solomon 
laid,  i Kings  ii.  22,  23.  that  (he  was  fo  be- 
trothed or  ejpoufed  to  David,  as  to  be  looked 
upon  as  his  wife  *.  Accordingly  (he  be- 
longed to  the  crown  ; was  to  be  at  the  difpo- 
fal  of  the  fuccejfor\  and  therefore  Adonij ah, 
who  was  elder  than  Solomon,  by  afking  for 
Abishag,  the  late  king’s  widow,  to  wife,  is 
treated  as  having  a trealonable  defign  againft 
the  crown  itfelf,  and  is  put  to  death  as  a 
traitor . 

Is  it  then  conceivable  that  polygamy , al- 
lowed of  God  uninterruptedly  through  fo 
many  ages  and  generations  with  impunity 
and  even  approbation,  Should  all  of  a fua- 
den  dart  up  into  a mortal  fn>  by  the  feventh 
commandment’s  receiving  a construction 
which  it  never  before  had — which  was  ne- 
ver before  given  to  the  words  in  which  it 
was  conceived  ? How  could  our  lives  and 
properties  be  fecure,  if  time  could  alter  the 
meaning  of  our  penal  (lajtutes  ? — who  will 
draw  the  line,  and  fay  how  much  or  how 
little  time  is  necelfary  to  effeCt  this  ? But  if 
fuch  can  be  the  cafe  with  the  moral  law  of 
God,  then  was  th tP/almiJl  miftaken  in  call- 
ing it  perfect  (Pf.  xix.  7.)  for  it  is  changeable . 

* Comp,  Deut.  xxii.  23,  24.  where  a betrothed  vir- 
gin is  called  the  man’s  wife,  fo  as  to  make  it  adultery  to 
defile  her. 
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Then  is  it  lefs  to  be  depended  on  than  the 
laws  of  the  Medes  and  Perjians.  EJlh.  i.  19. 
— lefs  facred  than  the  decree  of  an  earthly 
monarch . EJlh . viii.  8.  Dan.  vi.  15.  If  thi§ 
be  the  cafe,  what  man  can  have  any  fecurity 
for  his  peace  ? — in  order  therefore  to  avoid 
fome thing  worfe  than  abfurdity , we  muft  con- 
clude, that  the  original  injlitution  oj  marriage , 
and  the  Jeventh  commandment  of  the  deca- 
logue^ mean  neither  more  nor  lefs,  where 
Chrijlians  are  concerned,  than  where  the 
Jews  were* — or,  in  other  words,  they  mean 
precifely  one  and  the  fame  thing  under  the 
New  Tcftament  as  under  the  Old  Teftament. 

By  taking  texts  here  and  there  in  the  New 
Teftamenr,  and  detaching  them  from  their 
reference  to  and  connection  witn  the  Old 
Teftament,  many  herefies  have  arifen ; as 
Arianifm,  Socinianifn,  and  perhaps  moft  others. 
Te  do  err , not  knowing  the  fcriptures.  So 
with  regard  to  marriage — becaufe  Christ 
laid— a Some  make  themfelves  eunuchs  for  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  s fake  : he  that  ts  able  to  re- 
ceive it , let  him  receive  it  (Matt.  xix.  12.)  ; 
and  St.  Paul,  i Cor.  vii.  1.  and  in  other 
parts  of  that  chapter,  fpeaks  in  favour  of  a 
Jingle  life , w;th  refpeft  to  the  then  dijlrejfed 
ftate  of  the  church  (ver.  26)  there  were  mul- 
titudes of  people,  in  the  early  * ages  o iChrif- 

tianity , 

# ct  There  arofe  in  the  church  from  antient  times>  fe£Is 
cc  of  heretics , who  condemned  wine,  and  the  ufe  of  ani- 

mal  food,  and  marriage ; and  not  only  heretics , but 

the  orthodox  alfo,  ran  into  extravagant  notions  of^  the 

“ fame 
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t lanky,  who  took  thefe  things  in  a wrong 
fenfe,  and  found  out  that  “ marriage  was  a 
<c  carnal  thing,  and  forbidden  by  the  New 
“ Teftament,  as  unbecoming  the  purity  of 
<c  that  dilpenfation  : ’ little  reflecting,  that 
the  command  of  increafe  and  multiply , and  the 
infhtution  of  marriage  as  the  means  thereof, 
were  the  difpenfations  of  ( on  Himieif  to 
guy  ft rf  parents  when  they  were  in  a ftate  of 
perfeCt  innocence,  and  therefore  could  not 
be  incompatible  therewith 

That  venerable  man  John  ‘Trapp , on  i Cor . 
vii.  8.  fays — “ The  blemifh  will  never  be 
<c  wiped  off  forne  of  the  antient  * fathers , 
“ who,  toeftablifh  their  own  idol  of  i know 
“ not  what  virginity , which  they  themielves 
“ had  nor,  have  written  moft  wickedly  and 
“ bafely  of  marriage. ” To  fay  truth,  1 can- 
not conceive  any  man’s  confcience  to  be  more 
taken  captive  by  the  devil  (2  Tim.  ii.  26}  than 


cc  fame  kind,  crying  up  celibacy  and  a foil t ary  life  be- 
<c  yond  meafure,  together  with  rigid  and  uncommanded 
iC  aufterities  and  macerations  of  the  body.  ( Jortin , 
Rem.  vol.  i.  278.) — Chrijl  therefore,  as  we  may  con- 
jedture,  was  prefent  at  a marriage-feaji  and  honoured 
*c  it  with  the  miracle  of  turning  water  into  wine , that  it 
tc  fliould  (land  in  the  gofpel  as  a confutation  of  thefe 
<c  foolifh  errors,  and  a warning  to  thofe  who-had,  ears  to 
cc  hear , not  to  be  deluded  by  fuch  fanatics . St.  John 5 
cc  who  records  this  miracle,  lived  to  fee  thefe  falfe  doc- 
cc  trines  adopted  and  propagated.”  Ib. 

* u Jerom , Ambrojc , and  other  fathers , have  de- 
cc  claimed  agair.ft  matrimony,  and  recommended  monk- 
ifh  abftinence  almoft  as  much  as  Manes , and  have 
<c  employed  almoft  as  infignificant  arguments.”  Id, 
vol.  ii.  p.  69. 

M 4 ■ hi® 
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his  is,  who  is  brought  under  a perfuafion 
that  celibacy  is  more  pure  and  holy , and,  as 
fuch,  more  acceptable  to  God  than  marriage . 
Such  a one,  who,  under  this  perfuafion,  ab- 
ftains  from  marriage,  lives  in  perpetual  * op- 
pofition  to  that  command  which  was  given 
with  a blejfmg  from  God — increafe  and  mul- 
tiply, and  replenifh  the  earth , &c.  This  was 
at  the  original  creation  of  male  and  female 
upon  earth.  Gen.  i.  27,  28.  And  again,  at 
the  renewal  of  the  earth  after  the  deluge,  this 
commandment  ftands,  Gen.  ix.  1,  7.  repeated 
twice . Now  can  an  oppofltion  to  fo  pofitive, 
fo  exprefs,  fo  reiterated  an  ordinance  of  Hea- 
ven, be  reckoned  a conftituent  part  of  righ- 
teoufnefs  and  true  holinefs  ? What  is  this, 
but  to  fly  in  the  face  of  the  divine  wifdom  and 
goodnefs,  and  to  efteem  ourfelves  wifer  and 
holier  than  the  Lord  of  all  ? So  thofe  who 

* Dr.  Alexander , Hift.  Worn.  vol.  ii.  p.  269.  intro- 
duces what  he  there  fays  on  the  fubjedt  of  emafculation 
on  a religious  account,  with  this  pertinent  and  fenfible 
obfervation  : 

“ The  two  fexes  were  evidently  intended  for  each 

other,  and  increafe  and  multiply  was  the  firft  great 
44  command  given  them  by  the  Author  of  Nature.  But 

fuppofe  no  fuch  command  had  been  given,  how  it  firft 
£C  entered  into  the  mind  of  man,  that  the  propagation 
46  or  continuation  of  the  fpecies  was  criminal  in  the 
44  eye  of  Heaven,  is  not  eafy  to  conceive.  Ridiculous, 
44  however,  as  this  notion  may  appear,  it  is  one  of  thofe 
44  which  early  infinuated  itfelf  amongft  mankind,  and 
44  plainly  demonftrated,  that  reafoning  beings  are  moll 
14  apt  to  deviate  from  nature;  and  not  only  to  difobey 
lc  her  plaineft  didfates,  but,  on  pretence  of  pleafing  the 
46  Author  of  Nature,  to  render  themfelves  for  ever  in- 
^ capable  of  obeying  them.” 
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prefer  a life  of  folitude  to  matrimonial  con- 
nection, as  holier  and  better , how  much  holier 
and  better  do  they  make  themfelves  than 
Him  who  faid — It  is  not  good  for  man  to  be 
alone ? It  is  remarkable  that  the  reiterated 
command  for  the  propagation  of  the  fpecies 
ftands,  Gen.  ix  7.  in  direCt  connection, 
as  it  were,  and  immediately  following  af- 
ter the  pofitive  law  again!!  murder : as  pri- 
vation of  life  is  an  offence  again#  this, 
prevention  of  life  is  fomething  very  like 
it,  and  therefore  fitly  placed  near  it  in  the 
facred  code. 

Some  of  the  fathers  were  wild  enough  to 
fay —hoc  diBum , ratione  multitudinis  liber  or  urn, 
pertinere  ad  tempora  ante  Christum,  non  ad 
nos  qui  alio  vivimus  cevo — mundum  jam  non  de- 
fiderare  illud  crescite  et  multipli- 
c am  in  1 • “ This  command,  by  reafon 

of  multiplying  children,  belonged  to 
“ the  times  before  Christ,  not  to  us,  who 
iC  live  in  another  age — The  world  does  not 
now  want  that  fame — Be  fruitful,  andmul- 
“ tiply Such  were  the  delufions  of  Jerom 
— Tertullian — Chryfojlom  — Cyprian— Oecume^ 
nius,  &c.  Bernard,  in  Cant.  Serm.  59.  thus 
gloffes  on  the  words — The  voice  of  the  turtle 
is  heard,  &c. ; which  he  fays  is  “ the  preach- 
“ ing  of  continence , refpeCling  thofe  who  caf- 
4<  trate  themfelves  for  the  kingdom  of  hea- 
“ ven.  At  the  beginning  that  voice  was  not 
“ heard,  but  rather  increafe  and  multiply ; for 
es  barrennefs  was  fubjeCt  to  a curfe ; poly - 

* ‘ gamy 
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€t  gamy  was  * allowed,”  &c.  His  words  are 
— “ Vox  turturis  audita  ejl , quae  eft  predicatio 
€(  continentia),  eos,  qui  fe  cajirant  propter 
regnum  ccelorum,  fpedtans ; cum  ab  initio 
<€  vox  ifta  non  fit  audita,  fed  magis — crejcite 
€ 6 & multifile  amini , fterilitas  etiam  maledic- 
“ tioni  fuit  fubjedta^^a-^/^conceffa,”  &c.; 
but  all  this  is  now  at  an  end,  “ quia  hodie, 
<c  repleto  mundo,  non  tam  fit  neceffaria 
<c  quam  olim” — “ becaufe  now,  the  world 
ic  being  filled  (with  people)  it  is  not  fo  ne- 

% This  fame  St.  Bernard , abbot  of  Clairvaf  from 
whom  the  Cijlertian  monks  derived  the  name  of  Bernar- 
dlns , was  one  of  the  moft  eminent  among  the  Latin  wri- 
ters of  the  12th  century.  He  was  a man  of  genius, 
tafte,  and  judgment,  in  fome  refpedts,  in  others  weak 
and  fuperftitious.  See  Mofh.  vol.  i.  591.  A pretty  clear 
proof  of  the  latter  part  of  his  character  lies  before  us. 
His  confining  the  command — Be  fruitful  and  multiply — 
to  the  days  of  the  OldTeJlament , is  certainly  a mafter-ftroke 
of  folly  and  weaknefs — however,  his  acknowledgment  of 
the  allowance  of  polygamy  as  a concomitant  of  that  com- 
mand, is  much  more  fcriptural  and  confident,  than  the 
comments  of  fome  more  modern  expofitors  (or  rather  ex - 
pofers)  of  the  fcriptures,  who  contend  for  the  obligation 
and  permanency  of  the  command  itfelf,  but  deny  the 
permanency  and  obligation  of  thofe  laws  which  the  di- 
vine wifdom  enacted  for  its  regulation. 

f De  liberis  ferendis  non  ita  folliciti  erant  Chrijliani , 
utob  id  folum  ducendae  uxoris  necefiitatem  fibi  impone- 
rent ; ideo  quod  finem  feculorum  de  proximo  inftare  fuf- 
picarentur.  Tertull.  de  Monogamia . Crefcite  & redundate 
evacuavit  extremitas  temporum.  See  Pole  Synop.  in  1 Cor. 
vii.  ] . <c  The  Chrijlians  were  not  fo  folicitous  concern- 
ing  the  propagating  children,  as  if,  on  that  account 
cc  alone,  they  were  to  lay  a necefiity  on  themfelves  to 
marry,  becaufe  they  might  fufpedt  the  end  of  the 
world  was  very  near.  Ter t ull.  de  Monogamia . *1  he 

cc  (fuppofed  approaching)  end  of  the  times  vacated  the 
command  of — increafe  and  multiply .”  See  Pole  Syn. 
1 Cor,  vii.  1. 

“ ceflary 
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*<  ceflary  as  formerly.”  If  the  reader  has  a 
mind  to  fee  how  far  felly  and  enthufiafm 
can  carry  people  on  thefe  fubjecls,  let 
him  read  Tfertullian s epiftles  to  Eujlachius - • 
to  Ger Gnt his — and  again  ft  hi  elv  etius ; Tfertul - 
lian  on  Chaftity ; Chryfojiom  on  Virginity  ; 
Cyprian  on  the  diicipline  of  Virgins ; and 
Oecumenius  on  i Cor.  vii. — then  he  will  be- 
gin to  find  out  how  marriage  itself  was 
vilified,  and  of  courfe  what  gave  rife  to  the 
condemnation  of fecond  marriages  of  all  forts, 
therefore  of  polygamy,  in  the  Chrijlian  church , 
till  the  church  of  Rome  had  the  impudence  to 
anathematize  the  man  who  fhould  lay,  that 
<c  it  was  not  jor  bidden  by  the  law  of  God,  (lee 
Brent.  Coun.  Trent,  p.  784)  “ juft  as  they 
“ did  thofe  who  fliould  affirm,  that  for  a 
“ priejl  to  marry  was  allowed  by  the  law  of 
“ God.”  Ibid. 

The  confluences  of  all  this  unnatural 
plan  of  celibacy  are  too  many  to  enumerate, 
too  * horrible  to  particularize.  It  fared  with 

numbers 


* It  is  an  obfervation  of  the  excellent  authors  of  the 
JiiJlory  of  Popery , vol.  i.  p.  359.  that  <c  the  firft  law 
again!!  a certain  unnatural  vice  in  England  was  by  An* 
felm  Archbifhopof  Canterbury , in  the  days  of  William 
“ Rufus ; which  fa  id  vice  feems  not  to  have  been  heard 
4<  of  here  fill  priefls  were  forbidden  marriage.  However, 
“ they  treated  it  very  gently,  leaving  it  lefs  penal  in  a 

<c  priejl , than  to  enjoy  his  lawful  wife. -Secular  men, 

cc  guilty  of  this  crime,  were  to  be  abfolved  only  by  the 
<c  bijhop  ; but  the  monks  and  priejl s , it  feems,  might  ci- 
villy  abfolve  each  other . Yet  even  this  canon , fuch  as 
cc  it  is,  was  foon  after  recalled,  and  nev  r pu  ;iL  ed.” 
Bernard,  Cent.  12th,  faid,  that  fin  was  frequent  among 

tiie 
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numbers  of  the  Chrijlians , who  did  not  like 
to  retain  the  divine  command  in  their  pradtice, 
as  it  did  with  the  heathens , who  did  not  like 
to  retain  God  in  their  knowledge — God  gave 
them  up  to  uncleannefs , to  difhonour  their  own 
bodies  between  themfelves : who  changed  the 
truth  of  God  into  a lye , &c.  For  this  caufe 
God  gave  them  up  * to  vile  affections,  &c. 
See  Rom.  i.  24 — 28.  When  we  endeavour 
to  ftop  the  courfe  of  a river  by  laying  a dam 
acrofs  the  ftream,  the  effedt  mu  ft  be,  that  it 
will  either  make  its  way,  bearing  down  all 
before  it,  or  it  will  make  a paifage  over  its 
banks,  and  overflow  and  deftroy  the  country. 
Such  is  the  effetft  of  endeavouring  to  ftop  the 
natural  courfe  of  thofe  delires  which  the 
Creator  hath  implanted  in  us  for  the  purpofe 
of  carrying  His  primary  command  into  execu- 
tion. They  will  bear  down  all  before  them, 
or  be  turned  out  of  their  courfe;  and  then 
follows  what  the  hiftory  of  the  Popijh  celi- 
bacy abundantly  acquaints  us  with.  As  this 
is  a fubjed:  too  indelicate  to  dwell  upon,  I 
will  only  refer  the  reader  to  thofe  books 
which  treat  thereof ; fuch  as  Fox's  Martyro - 

the  bi/hops  in  his  time,  and  that  this,  with  many  other 
abominations,  was  the  eiTedf  of  prohibiting  marriage. 
Burnet  Hi/I.  of  Reform . vol.  ii,  p.  91,  3d  edit. 

* A thoufand  inftances  of  which  might  be  given — fed 
ab  uno  difce  omnes — Pope  Sixtus  V.  on  the  petition  of  Pe- 
ter Ricuy  cardinal  and  patriarch  of  ConJIantinople , of  Je- 
ronymo  his  own  brother,  and  the  cardinal  of  St.  Luce , 
permitted  c<  unto  them  and  every  of  them,  fadomy , with 
<c  this  claufe  — fiat  ut  petitur — Let  it  be  done  as  it 
is  defired.”  Hi/Io>y  of  Popery , vol.  ii.  292. 

logy-—. 
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logy — The  Packets  from  Rome , collected  and 
publifhed  in  two  volumes  quarto,  by  a Jet  of 
gentlemen , 1735,  under  the  title  of  The  Hiftory 
of  Popery , vol.  ii.  p.  431.  A work  this, 
which  is  too  valuable  to  be  loft  to  the  pub- 
lic ; and  therefore,  as  I fear  it  is  near  out  of 
print,  it  were  to  be  wiftied  it  fhould  be  re- 
printed in  as  handfome  an  edition  as  that 
above  referred  to.  See  alfo  Burnet  Hijl . Ref. 
vol.  i.  p.  191. 

As  for  thofe  men  who  have  the  gift  of  con - 
tinency,  they,  as  it  appears  from  the  fcrip- 
tures,  and  all  experience,  are  probably  very 
few , at  leaft  comparatively ; and  thofe  who 
received  it  in  the  days  of  our  Lord  and  His 
apoftles , feem  to  have  received  this  for  the 
particular  purpofe  of  keeping  themfelves  diff 
entangled  from  the  affairs  of  this  lifey  during 
the  infancy  and  perlecution  of  the  church, 

1 Cor.  vii.  7,  17.  Such  do  not  want  cloyfters 
and  cells  for  their  fecurity.  As  for  thofe 
who  have  * it  not,  locking  them  up  together 

in 

* Thefe  certainly  conflitute  the  bulk  of  mankind,  as 
all  experience  throughout  all  ages  fufficiently  (hews. 
The  natural  ftructure  of  the  human  body,  its  natural  fe- 
cretions,  &c.  which  are  carried  on  daily,  not  by  any  con- 
trivance or  management  of  the  creature,  but  by  the  power 
of  infinite  wifdom,  impreffed,  we  know  not  how,  on  the 
wondrous  mechanifm  of  every  part,  afford  us  fuch  phyfical 
reafons  for  this,  as  to  amount  to  demonftration  of  thene- 
ceffity  of  marriage  in  the  generality  of  men.  This  ob- 
fervation  is  abundantly  verified  by  the  manner  of  our 
Saviour’s  expreffion,  Matt.  xix.  n,  12.  where  He 
(peaks  of  a power  of  total  abftinence  as  the  immediate  and 
fecial  gift  of  heaven,  and  this  for  a fecial  purpofe , unlefs 

in 
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in  fuch  places,  and  depriving  them  of  the  re- 
medy which  God  commands  in  marriage , has 
been  attended  with  a two  fold  wickednefs ; 
i.  in  living  contrary  to  the  ordinance  of 
Keaven ; 2.  in  gratifying  their  delires  con- 
trary to  the  coui  fe  of  nature,  or  at  leaft  in  fome 
way  which  the  divine  law  hath  prohibited. 
Therefore  the  Apojlle  doth  not  fay — if  they 
cannot  contain , let  them  fhut  themfelves  up, 
or  pray  that  the  order  of  nature  may  be  in- 
verted ; but — let  them  marry ; it  is  better  to 
marry  than  burn  : as  if  he  had  faid — “ One  or 
“ other  of  thefe  muft  be  the  confluence.” 
So,  when  married  perfons  have  feparated  fora 
while  or  feafon , on  fome  religious  occajions — 
come  together  again , faith  he,  left  Satan  tempt 
you  for  your  incontinency . 

From  all  which  it  may  be  gathered,  that 
celibacy  is  not  an  ordinance  of  God,  but  a 
fnare  of  Satan — that  marriage  is  the  ordi- 
nance of  God  ; therefore,  that  a man  who 
may  marry,  and  doth  not,  has  no  more  * war- 
rant from  God’s  word  to  expert  that  he  fhall 
be  kept  from  vice,  than  that  he  would  be 


in  the  cafes  He  puts  of  accidental  imbecillity,  arifing,  in 
fome,  from  a defeat  in  their  conftitution,,  being  born  eu- 
nuchs \ in  others,  from  external  violence  by  the  hands  o t 
men. 

* For,  continence  being  none  of  thofe  graces  that  are 
promifed  by  God  to  all  that  afk  it,  as  it  was  not  in  a man’s 
power,  without  extreme  feverities  on  himfelf,  to  govern 
his  own  conflitution  of  body,  fo  he  had  no  reafon  to  ex- 
pe&  God  fhould  interpofe,  when  he  had  provided  ano- 
ther remedy  for  fuch  cafes.  Burnet  Hid.  Ref.  vol.  ii. 
p.  91,  3d  edit. 
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kept  from  flawing , if,  inftead  of  eating  and 
drinking,  he  was  to  pray  that  the  appetites  of 
hunger  and  thirfl  might  be  totally  annihilated. 

The  indifcriminate  and  total  prohibition 
of  polygamy , as  it  has  no  warrant  from  the 
word  of  God,  may  alfo  be  the  means  of 
plunging  many  into  the  mifchiefs  of  uncom- 
manded celibacy ; for  many  men  there  are, 
who  very  early  in  life  marry,  perhaps  with- 
out all  the  confideration  which  ought  to  b» 
exercifed  in  fo  momentous  an  undertaking — 
many  things  may  happen  which  may  be  very 
reafonable,  and  indeed  unavoidable,  caufes  of 
feparation  from  their  wives ; as  for  inftance 
— incurable  difeafe  of  mind  or  body,  uncon- 
querable violence  of  temper,  perpetual  re- 
fradorinefs  * of  difpofnion,  levity  of  beha- 
viour— 


t If  the  ena&ing  part  of  i Jac.  c.  n.  had  gone  no 
farther  than  the  preamble,  and  its  feverity  been  confined 
to  — ct  divers  evil-difpofed  perfons,  who  being  married, 
Ci  run  out  of  one  county  into  another,  or  into  places 
<c  where  they  are  not  known,  and  there  become  to  be 
<c  married,  having  another  hufband  or  wife  living,  to 
<c  the  great  difhonour  of  God,  and  utter  undoing  of  di- 
“ vers  honed:  men’s  children,  and  others” — it  would 
have  been  a wholefome  law,  and  highly  judifiable  in  its 
penalty  on  fuch  mifcreants  ; who  are  undoubtedly  guilty 
of  one  of  the  vileft  and  mod  injurious  frauds  that  can 
poffibly  be  committed.  It  feems  to  fall  within  the  equity 
of  Exod.  xxi.  16  for  fuch  perfons  are  a fort  of  dvJ'pa.'zro- 
J'/s'&z,  or  ?nan-Jlealers. 

* It  is  to  be  feared,  that  there  are  not  a few  females, 
who  (like  other  monopolids)  take  the  advantage  of  the 
poor  hufband’s  dtuation,  to  ufe  him  as  they  pleafe  ; and 
this  for  pretty  much  the  fame  reafon  why  the  afs , in  the 
fable,  infulted  and  kicked  the  poor  old  lion — becaufe  it  is 
not  in  their  power  to  repent  it  as  they  aught  % 


The 
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viour — which,  though  not  amounting  to  fuch  _ 
proof  as  to  be  the  ground  of  utter  legal  di- 
vorce, yet  fuch  as  may  deftroy  the  whole 

comfort 

The  advice  which  king  Ahafuerus  received  from  his 
wife  men,  the  feven  princes  of  Media  and  Perfia , upon 
queen  Vajhtd s difobedience,  would  have  an  excellent 
effect,  could  it  be  followed.  Many  an  high-fpirited/>- 
male  would  have  too  cogent  a reafon  againft  the  indul- 
gence of  a refra£tofy  difpofition,  not  to  fupprefs  it — her 
■pride,  which  is  now  the  hufband’s  torment , would  then 
become  his  fecurity , at  leaft  in  a great  meafure  ; for  pride 
is  a vice,  which,  as  it  tends  to  felf- exaltation,  maintains 
uniformly  its  own  principle— not  to  bear  the  thoughts  of 
a rival  See  EJiher  i.  io,  &c.  As  things  are  with  us, 
the  poor  man  muft  grind  in  mola  afinaria  during  life. 

It  is  certain,  that  nothing  can  be  a releafe  from  the 
bond  of  marriage  itfelf  but  death,  or  an  ad  of  adultery  in 
the  wife.  But  that  a man  is  at  all  events  bound  to  main- 
tain the  external  bond,  by  cohabiting  with  a woman, 
who,  inftead  of  being  an  help  meet  for  him  (as  we  fay)  be- 
comes, by  the  violence  and  perverfenefs  of  her  temper  and 
difpofition,  a conftant  and  increafing  torment,  and  this 
after  the  moft  friendly,  tender,  and  kind  admonitions — is 
not  confonant  either  to  fcripture  or  reafon. 

Some  will  tell  us,  that  fuch  a thing  muft  be  looked 
upon  as  happening  by  the  will  of  Providence,  as  a 
ch aft i fern ent  or  vifitation  from  Heaven,  and  therefore 
muft  be  fubmitted  to  and  endured. 

So  is  ficknefs  from  the  hand  of  God  , fo  are  afflictions 
of  all  kinds,  and  certainly  to  be  fubmitted  to  with  pa- 
tience and  refignation  ; yet  to  ufe  means  of  recovery 
from  ficknefs,  and  of  deliverance  from  trouble  and  afflic- 
tion, are  apparent  duties  ; and  why  not  in  the  other 
cafe  ? The  great  Milton  has  fome  excellent  and  fcriptural 
obfervations°  on  thefe  points  in  his  Tetrachordon 3 to 

which  I refer  the  reader.  . 

It  was  propofed  in  the  hook  for  reformation  of  the  ecclcji- 
afticallaw , 1552,  that  “ Defertion,  long  abfence,  capital 
enmities,  where  either  party  was  in  hazard  of  their  lire, 
iC  or  conftant  perverfenefs,  or  fiercenefs  of  an  hufband 
<c  ao-ainft  his  wife,  might  induce  a divorce” — this  fed  to 

to  ° the 
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Comfort  of  a man’s  life.  By  thefe  and  many 
other  means,  an  hufband  may  be  reduced  to 
the  fituation  of  an  unmarried  man,  harrafled 
by  the  fame  delires,  fubjedt  to  the  fame 
temptations ; yet  his  condition  is  ten-fold 
worfe ; the  one  may  marry , the  other  can- 


the  ground  by  the  death  of  Ed.  VI*  Burnet  Hid.  Ref. 
vol.  ii.  p.  iq8. 

The  whole  analogy  of  feripture  agrees  with  that  faying 
of  the  Apofilc — Let  not  the  wife  depart  from  her  hufband j 
and  again — Let  not  the  hufband  put  away  his  wife  — i Cor. 
vii.  10,  n.  But  then  thefe  things  mull  be  conftrued 
agreeably  to  .the  analogy  of  that  wiflom  which  is  profit- 
able to  direct — Eccl.  x.  io.  They  cannot  mean,  that  a 
wife  is  not  to  depart  from  her  hufband , who  threatens  or 
endangers  her  life — nor  that  an  hufband  may  not  feparate 
from  a wife  who  obftinately  fets  herfelf  to  be  the  plague 
and  torment  of  his.  Surely  all  this  is  within  the  equity 
of  i Cor.  vii.  15.  and  that  perfons  are  not  under  bondage 
in  fuch  cafes . 

This  kind  of  things  falls  under  a fort  of  neceffiiyy 
which  muft  always  interpret  the  law  in  favour  of  felf- 
prelervation.  Thou J> halt  do  no  murder — conftitutes  a ca- 
pital offence  in  the  man  who  wantonly  or  malicioufiy 
kills  another — but  if  a man  flays  another  in  his  own  de- 
fence, it  is  an  excufable  homicide  : this  from  the  necef- 
fary  care  which  every  man  has  a right  to  take  of  his  own 
life.  1 he  Jhip-mafter  to  whom  I intruft  my  goods,  is 
wicked  and  bafe,  if  he  v/antonly  caft  them  into  the  fea ; 
but  if  a ftorm  aril'e,  and  he  caft  them  out  to  fave  the  ftiip 
from  finking,  he  is  highly  juftifiable.  I would  therefore 
argue  from  neceffity  on  the  point  of  fep.aration  ; for  I can- 
not find  any  privilege  conferred  on  one  creature  to  make 
another  wretched,  and  that  without  remedy.  Of  this 
neceffity  every  perfon  muft  judge  at  his  peril ; for — as  the 
old  proverb  fays— None  can  tell  where  the  jhoe  pinchesyfo 
well  as  he  that  wears  it:  but  then  be  it  remembered — • 
that  every  man  Jhall  give  an  account  of  himfelf  to  God. 
Rom.  xiv.  12.  If  this  were  confidered  as  it  ought  to  he, 
it  would  certainly  be  the  beft  means  of  binding  both 
parties  over  to  their  good  behaviour , in  all  conjugal 
difputes. 

Vo L.  i. 
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not : fo  he  mull  remain  hopelefs  and  help- 
lefs,  or  plunge  into  vice  and  mifery,  becaufe 
he  is  debarred  of  the  remedy  which  God 
hath  provided,  dripped  of  that  undoubted 
privilege  with  which  God  and  nature  have 
in  veiled  him,  by  the  lyes  and  forgeries  of fa- 
thers and  councils , 6cc.  The  Romifh  church 
indeed,  at  the  council  of  Trent,  anathema- 
tized all  who  fhould  fay,  that  “ thofe  who 
*c  have  not  the  gift  of  chaftity  might  marry, 
in  regard  that  God  doth  not  deny  the  gift 
*c  to  him  that  doth  demand  it.”  This  anti- 
fcriptural  decree,  which  diredtly  gives  the  lye 
to  the  Apofle , 1 Cor*  vii.  9.  is  founded  uporr 
a fallacy,  which  many  fall  into,  from  arguing 
without  the  neceffary  diflindtion  between 
what  God  can  do,  and  what  He  will  do. 
That  He  can  do  every  thing  is  without  a 
doubt ; but  that  we  are  warranted  to  expedt 
He  will  do  what  He  hath  no  where  promifed^ 

is  not  true.  God  could  certainly  have  made 

* 

us  to  live  upon  the  air ; but  He  hath  not : 
meat  and  drink  are  abfolutely  neceffary  for 
our  fubfiftence ; it  would  therefore  be  the 
higheft  prefumption,  nay  even  the  madnefs  of 
enthufafm , for  any  man  to  pray  that  the  na- 
tural appetites  of  hunger  and  thirft  might  ceafe, 
and  that  for  the  future  he  might  live,  not  on 
meat  and  drink,  but  folely  by  refpiration  of  airm 
So,  to  pray  to  Him  whofe  command  is — Be 
fruitful  and  multiply , bring  forth  abundantly  in 
the  earth , and  multiply  therein  (Gen.  ix.  7.)  that 
the  natural  defire  which  is  to  lead  to  this  may 
be  annihilated,  and  the  effedt  of  it  deftroyed,. 

is 
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is  to  petition  againft  the  divine  wifdom , to  ar- 
raign the  divine  holinefs,  and  to  remonftrate, 
in  eftecft,  againft  having  any  (hare  in  an  obe- 
dience to  the  divine  command . — W here  is  there 
— where  can  there  be  a promife,  to  warrant 
fo  unhallowed  a proceeding  ? Surely  no 
where,  but  in  the  imaginations  of  thofe  who 
have  fallen  themfelves,  and  who  want  to  lead 
others  into  the  Jhare  of  the  devil . When  we 
pray  againft  what  God  hath  forbidden , no 
doubt  we  {hall,  in  His  own  way  and  time, 
obtain  grace  to  help  in  every  time  of  need  , but 
when  we  pray  againft  what  He  has  coni - 
mandedy  we  tempt  Him  to  deliver  us  up  to 
the  delufions  of  our  own  minds,  and  our  end 
will  be  according  to  our  work s — what  that  end 
is  likely  to  be,  the  hiftories  before  hinted  at 
very  fufficiently  declare. 

That  there  may  be  fituations,  and  particu- 
lar circumftances,  under  which  it  is  not  only 
lawful u but  duty,  to  pray  for  continence ■ — I 
mean  for  entire  fubdudtion  of,  and  power 
over,  our  natural  defires— there  can  be  no 
doubt ; as  where  they  would  lead  us  to  for- 
bidden enjoyment : but  then  we  muft  judge 
of  this  by  the  feriptures,  not  by  the  preju- 
dices, folly,  and  fuperftition  of  men  like  our- 
lelves  : lor,  at  this  rate,  wre  may  be  praying 
that  God  would  alter  His  mind,  change  His 
will,  and  vacate  His  commands,  in  order  to 
make  way  ior  our  oppolition  to  them. 
Whereas,  this  is  the  confidence  that  we  have  in 
Flimy  that  if  we  ajk  any  thing  according  to 
His  will.  He  Feareth  us.  And  if  we  know 

1 ’ 2 that 


r 180  i 


that  He  hear  us,  whatfoever  we  afk  (i.  c.  ac- 
cording TdteHis  will)  we  know  that  we 
have  thepetitiMs  that  we  defired  of  Him . 1 fohn 

v.  14,  15. 

For' a man  to  pray  that  he  might  never 
again  feel  the  appetites  of  hunger  and  thirft, 
or,  at  leaft,  be  enabled  to  refrain  entirely 
from  fatisfying  them,  would  be  defervedly 
reckoned  madnefs — but  to  pray  to  be  kept 
from  gluttony  and  drunkennefs , and  all  forbid- 
den indulgence  and  excefs,  would  be  afking 
according  to  the  will  of  God,  and  the  man 
would  have  a fcriptural  ground  and  warrant 
to  expedt  an  anfwer  of  peace. 

So,  if  a man  takes  it  into  his  head,  that 
thofe  other  defires,  which  God  hath,  for  the 
wifeft  purpofes,  implanted  in  our  nature,  are 
finful  in  themfelves , and,  on  this  footing , prays 
againft  them,  he  is  under  a fad  delufion,  and 
every  petition  he  utters  is  no  lefs  than  an  ar- 
raignment of  the  wifdom  and  hohnefs  ot  the 
great  Creator  ot  all.  Yet  the  Popijh  hiftories 
are  replete  with  miracles  wrought  by  Chrifl 
and  the  Virgin  Mary , in  anfwer  to  fuch  pe- 
titions ; and  no  doubt  but  thefe  lyes  are  moll 
devoutly  believed  by  thoufands,  who  make 
men  s * traditions , and  not  God's  word,  the 
rule  of  their  faith. 

Befides 

* Among  the  fooleries  of  the  ftxtb  century , an  entire 
abftinence  from  marriage  was  held  the  fureft  way  to  Pa- 
radife.  Women  were  not  even  fuffered  to  approach  the 
altar,  nor  touch  the  pall  which  covered  it,  unlefs  when, 
by  the  priejls,  it  was  delivered  to  them  to  be  wafhed. 
The  euiharift  was  too  holy  to  be  touched  by  their  naked 

bands. 
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Befides  the  evils  which  have  been  noticed 
as  the  conlequences  of  our  fuperjlition  on  the 
iubjedt  of  polygamy , the  utter  extinction  of fa- 
milies might  alfo  be  mentioned ; whereas, 
iooner  than  this  (hould  be  the  cafe  in  lfraely 
we  find  God  enabling  a peculiar pojitive  law , 
in  oyder  to  prevent  it ; which  faid  law  was 
certainly  a virtual  command  of  polygamy  in 
many,  perhaps  in  moft,  cafes,  as  it  was  very 
rare  to  find  an  unmarried  man  among  the 
Jews . The  law  to  which  I allude,  is  that  of 
Dent,  xxv . j.  where  the  hufband’ s brother 
was  to  marry  the  widow  of  the  deceafed,  if 
he  d*ed  without  children— his  name 
might  not  be  put  out  of  IfraeL  Though  all  the 
reaforps  of  this  law  do  not  now  fubfift,  there- 
fore the  law  itfelf,  as  far  as  thofe  reafons 
have  ceafed,  hath  itfelf  ceafed ; yet  it  ferves 
to  fhew  us  that  God  did  certainly  allow  po- 
lygamy, and  even  command  it,  fooner  than  fuf- 
fer  inheritances  to  fail  by  the  extinction  of 
families . 

The  end  of  marriage,  fay  fonae,  is  fociety 
and  mutual  comfort  j but  they  are  rather  an 
ef^Cl  of  man iage,  none  of  the  principal  end. 


hands,  they  were  therefore  ordered,  by  the  canons  of  the 
church,  to  have  a white  iinen  glove  upon  the  hand  in  or- 
cer  to  receive  it.  See  Alexander’s  Hilt,  of  Worn.  vol.  i, 
p.  166.  The  council  of  Auxerre,  ann.  578,  decrees, 
that  ^^communicate  with  their  dominical , which 
fome  fuppoie  to  have  been  a linen  cloth,  wherein  they 
received  th efpectes,  as  not  being  allowed  to  receive  them 
with  the  bare  hand. 

See  Burnet  Hift.  Ref.  vol.  ii. 

Chambers — fub  voc.  Dominical. 
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which  is  procreation  of  children , and  fo  the 
continuance  of  mankind,  according  to  the 
firft  inftitudon,  Gen.  i.  28.  As  for  comfort 
and  fociety , they  may  be  between  man  and 
man,  woman  and  woman,  and  therefore  no 
proper  end  of  marriage.  That  conjunction 
which  cannot  anfwer  the  great  end  for  which 
marriage  was  ordained  by  God,  fhould  not 
prevent  or  hinder  that  which  can>  nor  does  it 
appear  from  feripture  that  it  was  ever  in- 
tended it  jhould .. 

Frigidity , or  perpetual  impotency  of  gene- 
ration on  the  man's  fide,  is  held  by  our  laws, 
a caufe  of  divorce  a vinculo  matrimonii  \ 
therefore  it  is  but  reafonable,  that  a perpe- 
tual impotency  of  generation  (which  at  a cer- 
tain time  of  a woman's  life  may  be  afeer- 
tained)  in  the  woman,  fhould  be  allowed  as 
a reafonable  and  juftifiable  ground  for  poly- 
gamy. Folly  and  fuperftition  may  fet  up  an 
objection  to  this,  but  nature , reafon , and 


feripture  9 all  unite  in  their  fuffrage  for  the 
truth  of  the  pofition.  See  Gen.  xvi.  2,  3. 
Gen.  xxx.  1 — 9. 

Among  us,  if  a man  be  married  to  a bar- 
ren woman,  he  cannot  take  another  wife 
while  fhe  lives,  but  muft  content  himfelf 
with  letting  his  nobility,  titles,  honours,  and 
family  be  annihilated,  and  his  eftates  efeheat 
to  the  crown,  under  pain  and  penalty  of 
being  adjudged  a felon  if  he  marries  a fecond 
<wfe  ^living  the  firft)  who  might  be  the 
means  of  continuing  and  tranlmitting  all 
thefe  things  to  a long  and  numerous  pofterity. 
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This  foolifh  fuperftition  is  like  that  of 
the  Jews  in  the  days  of  Matt  at  bias,  who  fuf- 
ferea  themfelves  to  be  flaughtered  by  the 
enemy  without  refiftance,  becaufe  it  was  the 
jabbath-day,  i Mac.  ii.  32,  38  ; or  like  that 
of  the  Carthujians , who  live  entirely  on  jijh* 
and  would  not  eat  a piece  of  other  fejh  (fee 
I Cor.  xv.  39.)  even  to  fave  their  lives. 

The  modern  yews  are  wifer,  for  though 
they  in  general  coincide  with  the  govern- 
ment where  their  lot  happens  to  be  call,  fo 
that  they  are  polygamous  or  monogamous , ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  the  country  they  live 
in ; yet  if  a Jew  be  married  ten  years  to  a 
woman,  and  has  no  child  by  her,  he  is  at  li- 
berty to  take  another,  that  he  may  have  an 
heir  to  his  fubftance  ; and  in  fo  doing  he  cer- 
tainly is  juftified  by  the  law  of  God  ; which 
law  we  have  fet  alide,  and  eftablilhed  our 
own  fuperftition  in  its  place,  which  not  only 
tends  to  the  annihilation  and  extinction  of 
families,  and  of  courfe  to  depopulation  ; but 
is,  as  elfewhere  is  more  fully  obferved,  the 
fource  of  endlefs  ruin  and  deftrudtion  to  the 
weaker  fex>  v/hofe  feducers , if  married  men, 
are  totally  exempt  from  making  them  that 
amends,  and  doing  them  that  juftice.  which 
God’s  law  commanded,  and  which,  among 
us  Ckrifiiansy  is  looked  upon  as  duty  to  with- 
hold, or  rather,  as  a mortal  * Jin  to  comply 
with. 

As 

* Bellarmine , that  great  champion  for  The  Man  of  Sin9 
faith — Lib.  4.  de  Rom.  Pontific,  u Si  Papaerraret  prac- 
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As  thefe  points  are  fully  treated  in  other 
parts  of  this  book,  I will  now  proceed  to 
fbew,  that  the  wild  notions  about  marriage, 
which  were  introduced  into  the  church,  bear 
an  earlier  date  than  the  days  of  Tertullian , 
and  thofe  other  fathers  mentioned  before. 

“ There  were  others,”  fays  Mr.  Brough- 
ton— Hift.  lib.  tit.  Marriage — <€  who  fimply 
*6  exclaimed  againft  marriage  as  unlawful 
“ under  the  gofpel.  This  doctrine  was  firft 
u taught  by  Saturnilus,  a fcholar  of  Simon 
“ Magus  and  * Marcion , but  afterwards  bet- 
“ ter  known  amongft  the  Encratites  ; to 
thefe  may  be  added  the  Apojiolics  or  Apo- 
ic  taffies,  the  Manic  bees,  Severinus,  and  many 
“ others.  The  church  had  great  ftruggles 


<c  cipiendo  vitia,  & prohibendo  virtutes,  teneretur  ec-* 
4c  cleiia  credere  vitia  efte  bona,  & virtutes  malas,  niii 
c<  vellet  contra  confcientiam  peccare.” 

“ If  the  Pope  fhould  err  in  commanding  vices , and  in 
cc  prohibiting  virtues , the  church  would  be  bound  to 
believe  that  vices  are  good,  and  virtues  evil,  unlefs 
*c  flie  would  fin  againft  confcience.”  And  again,  Cont. 
Barel.  c.  xxxi.  cc  In  bono  fenfu  dedit  Christus  Petra 
poteftatem  faciendi  de  peccato  non  peccatum,  & de 
non  peccato  peccatum.”  tc  In  a good  fenfe-— 
iC  Christ  gave  Peter ” (and  of  courfe  the  Pope)  <c  a 
N power  of  making  that  no  fin  which  is  fin,  and  to 
make  that  to  be  fin  which  is  not  a fin.”  What  bet- 
ter principle  do  we  proceed  upon  in  the  matters  hero 
mentioned  ? 

* Marcion  preferibed  to  his  followers  an  exprefs  pro- 
hibition of  wedlock . See  Mojheitn , vol.  i.  p.  no.  edit. 
Maclaine . One  of  Marcion  $ abominable  tenets,  which 
he  laid  down  to  his  followers,  was,  that  they  fhould 
**  renounce  the  precepts  of  the  God  of  the  Jews.”  Ib. 
f See  Newton  on  the  Prophecies,  vol.  ii.  442 — 3. 

“ with 
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“ with  thefe  antient  heretics , who  inveighed 
“ bitterly  againft  marriage  under  the  go/pel- 
ft  ate,  and  wrought  upon  many  weak  minds, 
“ to  be  guilty  of  great  irregularities,  under 
“ pretence  of  a more  refined  way  of  living. 

“ The  church  had  alfo  another  contefl 
4‘  with  the  Montanids  and  Nov  at  tans,  about 
“ fecond  marriages,  thefe  heretics  rejecting 
them  as  utterly  unlawful.” — And  indeed 
the  ecclefiaftical  hiftories  inform  us,  that  this 
madnefs  (for  1 can  call  it  nothing  elfe)  was 
carried  fo  far,  as  that  fecond  marriages  were 
ftyled  no  better  than  whoredom  ; and  eccle- 
JiaJiical  perfons  were  forbidden  to  be  prefent 
at  them  on  pain  of  excommunication . This 

in  the  very  face  of  the  fcriptures  of  God, 
which  declare  juft  as  much  for  fecond  mar- 
riages as  for  firji.  Rom.  vii.  2,  3.  1 Cor. 

vii.  39.  By  all  this  we  fee  what  work  may 
be  made  with  the  fcriptures,  when  the  ima- 
ginations of  men  are  let  loofe,  inftead  of  com- 
faring Jpiritual things  with fpiritual,  and  mak- 
ing  God  the  interpreter  of  His  own  word. 

As  for  the  pradfice  of  polygamy  among  the 
firft  Chriftians,  it  was  probably  very  * fre- 
quent j 

So  it  fhould  leem  to  have  been  in  times  Iona  after 
them,  not  only  among  the  laity,  but  the  clergy  alfo  ; for 
Pope  Sylvejler,  about .the  year  335,  made  an  ordinance , 
that  every prteft  fliould  be  the  hnjband  of  one  wife  only. 

bo  in  the  fixtb  century,  it  was  enatfed  in  the  canons’ 
o one  o^  their  councils,  that  if  any  one  is  married  to 

many  wives,  he  fhall  do  penance.  See  Alex.  Hilf. 
Worn.  vol.  11.  217,  272. 

The  cafe  of  Philip  Landgrave  of  Heffe,  as  determined 
by  they*  reformers,  is  well  known.  But  all  thefe  things 

prove 
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quent ; if  not — why  did  Paul  (i  Tim*  iii. 
2 and  Tit.  i.  6 ) recommend  the  choice  of 
Bijkops  and  Deacons  from  amongft  thofe  who 
had  but  one  wife  ? — What  occafion  for  this 
caution  of  the  apoftle' $,  if  none  had  more 
than  one  % That  the  election  was  to  be 
made  from  amongft  the  Chrijlian  believers , 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  that  is  to  fay,  of  fuch 
as  had  been  admitted  to  baptifm  and  the 
Lord's  flipper , and  were  enrolled  as  members 
of  the  Ghrifian  church.  To  fuppofe  that 
none  of  thefe  had  more  than  one  wife , is  to 
fuppofe  the  apoftle  giving  a needlefs  rule  in 
the  eledtion  of  Bifhops  and  Deacons . To  fup- 
pofe that  any  who  had  more  than  one  wife9 
fhould  be  admitted  to  baptifm  and  the  Lord's 
fupper y if  Christ  had  forbidden  polygamy  as 
adulteryy  is  to  fuppofe  a greater  abfurdity 
ftill,  and  that  the  great  apoftle  of  the  Gentiles 
was  lefs  faithful  to  his  truft,  than  thofe  Je - 
fnits  who  refufed  to  admit  the  King  of  Ton- 
quin  into  the  Christian  church,  unlefs  he 
would  put  away  all  his  wives  but  one:  for 
which  thefe  pfeudo-apoftles  were  very  juftly 
driven  out  of  the  country. 

The  learned  Selden  has  proved,  in  his  Uxor 
Hcebraicay  that  polygamy  was  allowed,  not 
only  among  the  Hebrews , but  among  mod 
other  nations  throughout  the  world ; doubt- 

prove  nothing,  with  refpeft  to  the  Iawfulnefs  or  unlaw- 
fulnefs  of  the  matter  in  the  fight  of  God  : I only  men- 
tion them,  to  {hew  that  Chrijlians  have,  by  no  means, 
thought  always  alike  on  the  fubjeft.  The  opinions  of 
an  infpired  apoftle  are  certainly  good  evidence— to  thefe 
Jet  us  attend. 
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lefs  among  the  inhabitants  of  that  vaft  tradl 
of  Afay  throughout  which  the  go  [pel  was 
preached  by  the  great  apoftle  of  the  Gentiles , 
where  fo  many  Chriflian  churches  were 
planted,  as  well  as  in  the  neighbouring  ftates 
of  Greece:  yet  in  none  of  Paul's  epijlles , 
nor  in  the  feven  awful  epifiles  which  St.  John 
was  commanded  to  write  to  the  [even  churches 
in  Afia,  is  polygamy  found  amongft  the  crimes 
for  which  they  were  reproved.  Every  other 
fpecies  of  commerce  between  the  [exes,  is  dif- 
tindlly  and  often  mentioned,  this  not  once, 
except  on  the  womans  lide,  as  Rom . vii.  3 ; 
but  had  it  been  finful  and  againft  the  law  on 
the  man s fide,  it  is  inconceivable  that  it 
fhould  not  have  been  mentioned  on  both  fides 
equally. 

When  St.  Raid  fays  that  a Bifop  or  Dea- 
con is  to  be  the  hnjband  of  one  wifey  it  cer- 
tainly carries  with  it  a tacit  allowance  of 
polygamy , as  to  the  lawfulnefs  of  it  with  re- 
gard to  * all  other  men ; not  that  it  wasyfo- 
ful  in  one  more  than  in  another;  but  this 
was  a prudential  caution  in  that  diftrelfed 
and  infant  ftate  of  the  church , that  thofe 
who  were  to  have  the  management  of  it. 


Cardinal  Cajetan , who  difputed  with  Luther  at 
Augjburg,  and  who  is  faid  to  have  given  a brief,  but  ju- 
dicious expofition  of  the  Old  and  New  Tejlament , writes 
thus  -“  Pluraiitatem  uxorum  nuiquam  a Deo  prohi- 
b.en  > adeoque  Povlum  cum  Eptfcopum  vetet  habere 
plures  uxores,  rehquis  conccJere.”  “ A plurality  of' 
wives  is  no  where  forbidden  by  God  : fo  that  Paul, 

u v.  U fo,„bld4  a t0  have  many  wives,  allows 

■ it  to  others.  Ramold  de  lib.  A poc.  tom.  i.  prsl.  4. 
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fhould  have  as  little  avocation  and  diffrac- 
tion as  the  nature  of  things  would  admit  of. 
Paul  does  not  fay  that  a Bifhop  or  Deacon 
fhould  not  be  married,  as  the  church  of 
Rome  fays,  but  that  he  fhould  be  the  huf- 
band  of  one  wife ; for  however  thofe  who 
had  more  could  find  time  to  manage  their 
own  affairs,  they  could  not  be  fuppofed  to 
have  leifure  enough  to  attend  the  church , 
and  its  embai railed  and  various  concerns,  as 
they  ought.  Upon  this  principle  he  feems 
to  give  the  preference  to  thofe  who  had  no 
wife,  i Cor.  vii.  32,  33.  I would  have  you 
without  carefulnefs.  He  that  is  unmarried 
caret h for  the  things  that  belong  to  the  Lord, 
how  he  may  pleafe  the  Lord  : but  he  that  is 
married,  careth  for  the  things  that  are  of  the 
world,  how  he  may  pleafe  his  wife . This  cer- 
tainly relates  to  all  Chrijlians , but  efpecially 
to  minifters . The  heretics  of  old  took  it  fo 
ftrongly  in  the  former  fenfe,  that  they  held 
marriage  unlawful  to  Chrijlians — the  Papijls 
take  it  fo  ffrongly  in  the  latter,  that  it  is  one 
of  the  authorities  on  which  they  forbid  their 
clergy  * to  marry  at  all. 

There 

* T he  celibacy  of  the  clergy  was  among  the  errors 
of  very  early  date,  for  Paphnutius , a venerable  confejfor 
and  prelate , who  ailiftcd  at  the  Nlce?ie  council,  which 
was  held  ann.  325,  where  there  was  a difpute,  whether 
ecclefiajlics  fhould  not  feparate  from  their  wives, 
which  they  had  married  while  laymen C faid — Sa- 
tis efTe  ut  qui  in  clerum  fuifient  adferipti,  juxta  vete- 
rem  ecclefue  traditionem , jam  non  amplius  uxorcs  duce- 
rent. — It  was  fufficient  that  they  who  were  inrolled 

44  amom* 
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There  are  fome  who  interpret  the  above 
paflages  {i  Tim.  iii.  2.  and  Tit.  i.  (,.)  to 
mean,  that  a Bijhop  or  Deacon  ffiould,  if  a 
id  dower,  have  had  but  one  wife,  or  have  been 
but  ome  married ; and  this  upon  the  ground 
ot  what  is  iaid,  1 iim.  v.  g.  concerning  the 
women  who  were  to  be  chofen  to  the  office  of 
Deacon ejjes — Let  not  a woman  be  taken  into  the 
number  under  Jixty  years,  having  been  the  wife 
of  one  man.  There  are  alfo  thofe,  who,  on  the 
authority  of  thefe  paffages,  hold  it  unlawful 
ioi  a minijler  ••  to  marry  a fecond  time  on  the 

lofs 

among  clergy,  according  to  the  antient  tradition  of 
me  church,  ihould  no  more  marry.”  Clerical  celibacy, 
and  the  condemnation  of  polygamy,  rtand  on  one  and 
tne  lam c footing,  and  that  a very  lame  one  ; that  is  to 
lay,  on  the  antient  tradition  of  the  church  ; fo  did  the  re- 
ugton  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees,  and  fo  do  the  ftperfli- 
tions  of  the  church  of  Rome  to  this  day. 

Paphnutius’ s fpeech  on  the  occafion  is  to  be  found  in 
Jortm,  Rem.  vol.  11.  p.  249.  Though  what  Papchnutiu t 
y ma)  rather  apply  again!!  the  clergy  marrying  a fecond 
time  yet  thofe  to  whom  he  fpake  muft  be  fuppofed  to 

. /C , 0 ' en  |C  unlawful  lor  the  clergy  to  marry  at  all, 
elfe  how  could  they  be  for  their  feparating  from  thr 
wives  they  took  when  laymen  ? 

However,  even  the  partial  prohibitionof  wives  lothec/rr- 

^ ‘ c c0t-r,penLinot0  3 d‘Cree'  ’til]  aboilt  fiby  years  after, 
w en  Sirtaus,  bilhop  of  Rome,  ordained,  that  if  a clerk 

hisoffir/  V ’ °r Wife' he  ftould  be  hefted  of 
s office.  For  many  hundred  years  this  was  not  obferved, 

tlH  Greg°ry  VII.  called  Hildebrand,  by  cruel  decrees  of 
excommunication,  deprived  miniflers  of  their  lawful 

’ll  cl'r8)' ,o  ,h' ,ow  of 

J«.Tr™i  "CS  T pr i- fo  ¥ » $>  »«")- 

„ .r  , t^ucner)  Xr • de  digamia  EbiCcoborum  T 
cannot  fay  ; but  he  declares-^  Mortal  iter  piccant^ quj 
igamos  (facerdotes  fcil)  ecclefix  ftipendio  fuften- 


tant. 
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lofs  of  his  J wife,  and  unlawful  alfo  for  any 
woman  to  marry  again  on  the  lofs  of  her 

hufbancL 


cc  They  fin  mortally  who  fupport  clergymen 

cc  that  have  been  twice  married,  with  the  allowance  or 

44  ftipend  of  the  church. ” Again  44  Peccant  qui 

<c  fcientes  ex  bigami  ore  verbumDei  pollui  audiunt.” — 
« They  fin,  who  knowingly  hear  the  word  of  God  pol- 
es luted,  by  the  mouth  of  a minifter  who  has  been  twice 

cc  married. ” Again — 44  Bigamus  cenfendus  eft,  non 

<c  folum  is  qui  duas  duxit  virgines,  fed  & viduam  aut 
aliter  corruptam.”— ' “ He  is  to  be  reckoned  a bigamift , 
««  not  only  who  has  married  two  virgins , but  alfo  he  that 
« hath  married  a widow , or  a woman  other  wife  cor - 
44  rupted .” 

His  conclufion  breathes  the  true  fpirit  of  ignorance, 

fuperftition,  and  blind  zeal. “ In  fumma— quicun- 

44  que  proprias  voluptates,  & luxuriae  exactionem,  apof- 
44  toli  verbis  & patrum  honeftis  praeponit  decretis,  non 
44  tamen  facerdotis  aut  ecclefiaftico  ftipendio  cedere  dig- 
44  num  putat,  is  non  folum  tolerandus  non  eft,  fed  ad 
*c  corvos  abigendus,  quo  non  ovis  morbofa  totum  cor- 
44  rumpat  ovile,  & tam  laudabilem,  bonam,  & longaevam 

confuetudinem  peftilenti  fuo  defaedet  exemplo.” 

In  fine,  Whofoever  prefers  his  own  pleafures,  and  the 
requirements  of  luxury,  to  the  words  of  the  apojile ” 
(we  muft  here  fuppofe  I Tim.  iii.  2.  and  Tit.  i.  6. 
to  be  meant)  44  and  to  the  decent  decrees  of  the  fathers, 
44  and  yet  doth  not  think  proper  to  depart  from  the 
44  miniftry,  or  his  ecclefiaftical  ftipend,  is  not  only  not 
44  to  be  tolerated,  but  to  be  driven  away  to  the  crows 
(we  fhould  fay,  thrown  to  the  dogs)  44  that  one  fcabby 
44  fheep  might  not  mar  the  whole  flock,  and  defile,  by 
44  his  own  peftilent  example,  fo  laudable,  good,  and  an- 
44  tient  a cuftom.” 

+ William  Whiston,  of  famous  memory,  who,  in 
an  early  part  of  the  prefent  century , was  the  great  reviver 
and  patron  of  the  Arian  herefy  in  this  country,  and 
miaht  be  called  Dr.  Clarke’*  mafier,  in  this  branch  of 
blafphemy  3 has  left  us  fame  very  remarkable  matters  on 

rccord’  . One 
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hulband.  Thefe  ridiculous  opinions  owe 
their  birth  to  the  before-mentioned  caufe,  of 

taking 

One  is,  that  the  New  Tejlament  is  the  only  rule  of 
faith,  and  criterion  of  truth  among  Chriftians — and  this 

to  be  interpreted  by  apojiolical  tradition . Another  isr 

a lejfon  to  all  Clergymen , who  are  fo  profligate  as  to  fub- 
icribe  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity , as  held  by  the  Church 
of  England , though  they  do  not  believe  it ; and  this, 
that  they  may  gain  admiflion  to  thofe  preferments, 
which,  on  fuch  terms,  they  have  no  right  to  hold  — 
for  Whijlon,  very  fairly  and  honeftly,  gave  up  his  pro- 
lefforfhip  at  Cambridge , focner  than  diftemble,  or  give 
up  his  opinions;  for  v/hich  he  is  to  be  honoured , as  an 
honejl  man,  however  mi  ft  a ken  he  might  be  in  his  religious 
notions.  Dr.  Samuel  Clarke , his  pupil,  died  Rcftor  of 
the  valuable  living  of  St.  fames’s. 

Another  matter  which  Whijlon  left  behind  him,  feems 
to  be  a bone  for  the  Clergy , which  thofe  would  do  well  to 
pick,  who,  with  the  ingenious  William  Whijlon,  are  for 
letting  up  a new  Chrijlian  law,  or  law  of  the  gofpel,  of 
which  Chrijl  and  St.  Raul  are  the  legifators. 

Whijlon  s words  are  as  follow—' 64  It  may  not  be  amifs, 
here  to  take  notice  of  that  Chrijlian  law,  for  the  mar-* 

54  riage  of  the  clergy  but  once ; which  is  now  fo  fre- 
“ quently  broken  by  Protejlants,  and  gives  the  Papifts 
“ a great  handle  againfl:  them,  as  obferving  no  rules  for 
“ rejlraining  their  inclinations  of  that  kind.  I fay,  the 
P r u i ejl ant s do  allow  their  clergy,  not  only  to  marry 
more  than  once,  but  to  abfc  as  Clergymen  after  fuch 
“ fecond  marriages,  without  the  lead  permiflion  under 
the  gofpel  for  fo  doing.  Now,  though  the  law  of 
“ Cbrifiianity  be  plain,  not  only  from  copies  of  thofe- 
“ laws  of  Mofes,  which  oblige  Chrijlians ; but  from  the 
“ prefen t New  Tcftament,  the  apojiolical  conjlitutions,  and 
the  known  interpretation  and  practice  of  the  four  fir li 
“ centuries^  that  Bijhops,  Prie/ls  and  Deacons , are  allowed 
44  to  marry  but  once  ; yet  am  not  I fure,  but  they  might. 

“ marry  a fecond  time  without  reproach,  if  they  volun- 
“ tan]y  degraded  themfefves,  and  reduced  themfelves 
44  among  the  laity  ; in  whom  fecond  marriages  were  not 
condemned  ; though  I confels,  I do  not  remember  one 

44  example 
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taking  words  by  the  found , inflead  of  the  fenft 
—the  ufual  confequence  of  detaching  fcrip- 
ture  from  fcripture,  not  comparing  it  with 
itfelf,  by  taking  the  whole  together.  By  this, 
men  may  prove — quidlibet  ex  quolibet — <(  what 
“ they  pleafe  from  what  they  pleafef — and 
this  is  the  fheet-anchor  of  error,  as  well  as 
of  many  monftrous  practices,  and  fo  has  been 
in  ail  ages ; they  can  be  maintained  no  other 
v/ay.  The  whole  doftrine  of  tranfubjlanti- 
atioriy  abfurd  as  it  is  in  all  its  parts,  is  held 
together  by  the  found  of  Hoc  eft  corpus  meum 
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example  of  fuch  voluntary  degradation  and  reduction 
in  all  Cbriftian  antiquity.  I am  confident  our  great 
men  are,  with  Grotius , too  good  critics  ; and  know 
Cbriftian  antiquity  too  well,  to  pretend  that  St.  Paul's 
ordinances,  that  a Bijhop , a Prieft , and  a Deacon , muft 
« be  the  husband  of  but  one  wife , fignifies  but  one  wife  at 
“ a time  \ as  fome  of  our  zveaker  authors  are  willing  to 
<c  interpret  it.  Nor  was  this  conftitution  fb  fevere  then 
as  the  moderns  imagine  ; for  almoft  all  the  bijhops 
were  originally  fifty  years  of  age,  e’er  they  were  or- 
“ dained.  "The  next  order  feem  to  have  been  in  general 
“ confiderably  above  fifty  ; which  their  very  name  pref- 
<s  by  ter  y i.  e.  elders  of  the  parifh  or  diocefe,  dire&ly  fig- 
“ nifies  : and  as  for  the  deacons , they  were,  by  parity  of 
“ reafon,  to  be  fuppofed  between  thirty  and  forty  ; which 
tc  ages,  for  thefe  three  orders,  when  we  once  reftore,  the 
objections  of  the  moderns  againlf  this  law  will  come  to  1 it— 
« tie  I mention  this  here,  becaufe  I had  once  a difcourfe 
<c  with  Dr.  Clarke  upon  this  head,  who  looked  upon  that 
« latter  interpretation  as  ridiculous.  Nor  had  heany  thing 
“ elfe  to  alledge  for  the  modern  Proteftant  practice,  but 
that  this  command  might  be  fuppoled  peculiar  to  the 
“ firft  age  of  Chrftianity  ; which  yet,  I dare  fay,  was  a 
« fecret  to  all  thole  firft  ages  of  Chrftianity  \ which,  lo  far 
cc  as  I have  obferved,  always  efteemed  every  law  of  ihe 
g°fpe l bel°ng  equally  to  all  under  the  gofpeft  from 

<c  the  firft  ’till  the  fecond  coming  of  Christ,  our  legifiator . 
See  Whistun,  Life  of  Cjlarke,  p.  140 — 142. 

IO  —This 
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— This  is  my  body. — The  found  of  heeretienm 
devita,  in  a Latin  verfion  of  Tit.  iii.  io.  has 
authorized  the  moh  barbarous  murders  of 
thou  lands,  who  have  been  burned  alive  by 
the  inquifition,  under  the  denomination  of 
heretics.  It  has  been  made  to  fignify  hare - 
ticum  de  vita — an  heretic  from  life  ; that  is — - 
/>ut  him  from  life — kill  him . — Thus,  by  fepa- 
rating  the  word  devita , and  turning  the  Jaffc 
two  fyllables  into  the  fubftantive  vita,  the 
prepofition  de  juft  anfwered  the  purpofe.  A 
lefs  tragical  confequence  of  this  method  of 
interpretation  is  related  by  Erafmus . He 

tells  of  a friar  preaching  from  thofe  words  of 
Christ,  Luke  xvii.  17.  which  hand  in  fome 
Latin  ver  lions — Nonne  decern  fail  i fun  t * mundi 
’ — who  began  to  prove  there  are  ten  worlds . 
An  arch  fellow  handing  by,  hopped  his 
mouth  with  the  following  words — Sed  uhi 
funt  novem  ? — But  where  are  the  nine  ? 

It  is  faid  of  St.  Francis , that  from  the 
words.  Go  you  into  all  the  world , and preach  the 
gofpel  to  every  creature , he  thought  himfelf 
bound  to  preach  to  beafls  and  birds , and  ac- 
coidingly  did  it  very  often,  and  with  wonder - 
fulfuccefs}  as  they  tell  us  in  the  legend  of  his 
life.  Perhaps  it  was  much  on  a like  prin- 
ciple that  St.  Anthony  of  Padua  went  and 
preached  to  the  fifes — whofe  difeourfe  to 

them  may  be  found  in  Broughton  Hih.  Lib. 
voh  i.  p.53, 

r , w.ou^  juk  acquaint  the  unlearned  reader,  that  th« 

<iuX f'2nifics  * Wi~the  adieaive  • 

Vpj,.  I.  O Dr. 
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Dr.  Hammond,  in  his  note  on  i Tim.  iii,  2. 
■fays — “ What  is  the  meaning  of  /m idc  yvmmc 
*c  avqp — the  hujhand  of  one  wife-. — both  here 
<c  and  ver.  12,  and  'Tit.  i.  6.  and  of  hoc  dv^ 
(e  Spec  ywy—the  wife  of  one  hujhand- — chap. 
<c  v.  9.  will  not  eafily  be  refolyed.”  But 
furely  all  difficulty  vanifhes,  when  the  whole 
is  taken  together;  and  it  is  obferved  trom  the 
original  in  what  different  tenfes  the  verbs  y/- 
vcficu  and  efj  are  ufed.  This  ffiews  that  the 
apoftle , 1 Tim.  iii.  2,  and  Tit.  i.  6.  was  de-r 
ferihing  the  fituation  of  the  men  he  was  then 
fpeaking  of,  as  what  it  then  was — and  in 
1 Tim.  v.  9.  that  of  the  widows,  as  to  what 
it  had  been . 1 Tim.  iii.  2.  A h fv  too  ’Ett/Wo- 


fl*GV*EINAI  /juj u yjvcuaQC  ''AvSpst — A Bifop  ought 
to  be  (not  to  have  been)  the  huftand  oj  one 
wife ; and  Tit.  i.  6.  ’H/t/cEST'IN  fxtic  ywcu* 
ydoc—if  any  be  (is)  the  hujhand  of  one  wife . 
^E^tv  "being  of  the  prefen t tenfe,  can  fignify 
only  what  a man  is  at  the  time  fpoken  of : 
whereas  theexpreffion  concerning  the  women, 
1 Tim.  v.  9.  is  widely  different.  The  wo- 
man is  called  Xypa,  a widow ; and  it  is  ob- 
fervable,  that  the  verb  is  not  expreffed  as  be- 
fore, either  in  the  infinitive  or  indicative 
mood  of  "Eiiii,  to  be,  hut  by  the  participle  of 
the  pratevitum , or  paf  time,  pi  the  verb  y.vo~ 
U.cu,  to  be  or  become. — It  is  ysy ovvicl — which  we 
have  rightly  rendered — having  been — that  is — 
in  time  paf  having  been , or  become  the  wife  of 
one  man- — a widow,  who  never  had  been  but 
once  married ; not — that  had  not  had  two 
bujbands  at  a time ; fuch  a thing  was  hardly 
10  eyer 
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ever  heard  of,  as  lawful,  even  amongft  the 
heathens  * themfelves.  I would  therefore 
harmonize  and  paraphrafe  the  whole  as  fol- 
lows : — “ Forafmuch  as  all  things  are  to  be 
done  decently  and  in  order,  ( i Cor.  xiv.  40.) 
but  this  cannot  be,  unlefs  fotne  proper 
form  of  government  be  eftabliihed ; it  is 
neceflary  that  proper  officers  be  appointed 
to  adminiiter  that  government.  Some  who 
“ are  to  be — ’Ett/Vkotc; — overfeers  of  the 
“ whole;  others  hsuLom— deacons,  or  infe- 
rior ferving  minijiers  under  them.  The 
“ fir  it  order  of  men  are  to  overlook  the  clergy, 

as  well  as  the  laity — to  preach  the  word- 

“ adminiiter  the  Jacraments,  and  to  have 
“ power  to  cenfure  evil  doers,  even  as  far  as 
excommunication,  the  church  agreeing  there- 
to. j Cor.  v.  4,  5.  Such  an  office  ffiould, 
doubtlels,  be  filled  with  men  of  irre- 
proachable characters,  and  of  fuch  con- 
“ du<a  and  difpofitions  as  to  be  in  all  refpedts 
b lam  clefs,  not  only  for  the  better  mainte- 
nance of  their  authority,  but  alfo  for  the 


* Never  among  Jews,  or  even  Turks,  was  it  permitted 
tut  the  woman  fhould  have  more  than  one  hufband  at 
once.  Only  among  the  barbarians  there  is  mention  of 
me  n<>Aiwjy«  a people  fo  called,  becaufe  the  wife 
among  them  had  many  hufiancls.  So  among  the  Mecles 
that  dwelt  m the  mountains,  it  is  laid  a woman  was  marl 
2t0  Pjf  hf ^nds  at  once.  See  Hammond  on  1 Tim. 

he  cwlUf  metlt,onfhc  tribe  °f  the  Naires,  on 

S ,u  ’ W,he''e  the  WOmen  have  many  huf- 
banas.  bp.  of  Laws,  vol.  1.  p.  374,  octavo.  But  a'l  this 

iheaS/WUlary  f°  n3'UreJ  35  the  cuft°m  of  fome^of 

. e Indian  women  s drowning  their  children  in  the 

* > orexpofing  them  to  wild  hearts  to  be  devoured. 

^ 2 ‘f  influence 


[ O6  J 

**  influence  of  their  example . As  fuch  an 
“ office  muft  moreover  require  great  atten- 
tc  tion,  thofe  ffiould  be  chofen,  who  areen- 
“ tangled  as  little  as  poffible  in  the  affairs  of 
“ this  life.  2Tim.i1.  4.  Therefore,  though 
cc  for  this  reafon  Jingle  men  might  in  general 
“ anfwer  the  purpofe  beft,  (1  Cor.  vii.  33.) 
<c  yet  it  may  be  expedient,  in  fome  inftances, 
<c  to  chufe  married  men  into  the  offices  of 
<c  Bijhops  and  Deacons.  Where  this  is  the 
cc  cafe,  the  election  ihould  not  be  made  of 
<c  fuch  of  the  Chrijlians  as  have  more  than 
“ one  wife,  as  fuch  a fltuation  muft  necefla- 
“ rily  involve  the  perfon  in  more  worldly 
“ care,  than  can  be  conflftent  with  a due  at- 
“ tention  to  that  care,  which  muft  come  upon 
“ them  daily , refpedting  th z church.  There- 
€t  fore,  the  having  more  than  one  wife  ffiould 
“ always  be  confidered  as  a bar  to  a man's 
*c  election,  either  to  the  office  of  a Bfop  or  of 
“ a Deacon,  ( 1 Dim.  iii.  1 2.) ; for  though  thefe 
“ laft  may  not  havefo  extenfive  a jurifdidion, 
“ yet,  what  with  preaching  the  word  — affift- 
<c  ing  the  Bifops  and  elders — vifiting  the 
“ lick — and  diftributing  the  church's  alms  to. 
“ the  poor — one  wife  and  family  is  as  much 
“ as  can  be  at  all  confidered  conflftent  with 
“ any  tolerable  diligence  in  the  duties  of  a 
“ Deacon  § office. 

“ But  as  the  lick  are  to  be  vifited  and  at- 
“ tended,  as  well  as  the  poor  relieved,  it 
“ may  be  neceflary  alfo  to  appoint  women  for 
<c  thefe  purpofes,  especially  as  to  attending 

and  nurfing  the  poor  of  their  own  fex . 
. r <(  Thefe 
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Thefe  may  require  many  offices  highly 
improper  for  men  to  be  engaged  in ; 
though  the  mirfingfck  meny  or  viiitingand 
relieving  them,  may  very  properly  fall  alfo 
under  the  care  of  women.  Thefe  women 
may  alfo  be  called  /Stanovoi  rvjc  inn \vtfiax  (fee 
Rom.  xv i.  i»)  Jervants  or  minifters  of  the 
church . Thole  who  are  to  be  deemed 
proper  for  thefe  offices,  muffc  not  be 
young,  raw,  unexperienced  girls  ; nor 
married  women , whofe  attention  belongs  to 
their  hufbands  and  families,  i Cor.vii.  34; 
nor  th e younger  widows , who  are  not  arrived 
at  a time  of  life  fui table  to  fuch  employ- 
ments, 1 Tim.  v.  1 1 : let  thefe  marry , to 
keep  themfelves  out  of  mifchief,  ver.  12, 
13,  14.  The  only  women  who  are  fit  to 
be  chofen  as  fervants  or  mini/iers  of  the 
church  in  the  refpeits  above  mentioned, 
ffiould  be  far  advanced  in  years;  that  is  to 
fay,  not  lefs  than  threefcore  years  old , who 
having  buried  their  hufbands  and  brought 
up  their  children , 1 Tim.  v.  10.  have  time, 
as  well  as  inclination,  to  devote  themfelves 
to  the  offices  of  the  church.  They  fhould 
alfo  b e fiber  and  difereet  perfons,  who,  by 
their  conduit  in  their  younger  years,  have 
(hewn  their  temperance  and  fobriety,  by 
having  contented  themfelves  with  one  huf - 
bandy  and  who,  ever  after  the  death  of  that 
hufband,  have  fecluded  themfelves  from 
any  farther  worldly  engagements  of  that 
fort,  fo  as  to  be  juftly  ftyled  widows  indeed ; 
though  deflate  y yet  trufting  in  God  (i  Tim. 

P 3 V.  5.) 
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v.  5-) ; and  like  Anna,  Luke  ii.  36,  37. 
“ continuing  in  /applications  and  prayers  night 
“ and  day .” — This  I take  to  be  a confiftent 
and  clear  view  of  thefe  paffages  taken  together. 
As  we  may  from  hence  infer,  that  there  were 
women  in  the  church  younger  than  fixty years, 
by  the  Apofide’s  exprefs  exclufion  of  thofe 
under  that  age  irom  thofe  offices  to  which 
women  were  to  be  chofen ; as  alfo  that  there 
were  many  who  had  been  twice  married , by 
his  defigning  thofe  who  had  been  but  once 
married  for  the  aforefaid  offices ; fo  we  may 
as  fairly  conclude,  from  his  faying  a bijhop — 

tivcii — ought  to  be — and  again,  if  any,  iqiv 
— is  or  be  the  hujband  of  one  wife — that  there 
were  many  Chrijiians , not  who  had  had , but 
at  that  prefent  time  adtually  had  more  than  one 
wife.  If  this  had  not  been  the  cafe,  it  would 
have  been  as  much  out  of  the  queftion  to 
have  mentioned  the  having  but  one  wife , as 
to  have  faid,  that  none  fhould  be  chofen  but 
thofe  who  had  but  one  head  or  one  body , when 
it  was  not  to  be  fuppofed  that  any  man  had 
more. 

As  to  the  conceit,  that,  “ what  the  Apojlle 
t€  fays  about  the  bijhops  and  deacons , is  to 
“ prove  that  no  minijler  may  marry  a fecond 
<c  time,”  it  is  all  but  as  bad  as  faying,  with 
the  church  of  Rome , -that  he  ought  not  to  marry 
v at  all . 

With  refpedl  to  the  bufinefs  of  polygamy , as 
to  the  thing  itfelf,  nothing  that  is  here  faid 
proves  it  to  be  more  or  lefs  finful  in  one  man 
than  in  another;  that  depends  wholly  on  the 

j law 
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law  of  God  delivered  by  Moses.  Therefore 
the  prudential  reafons,  for  which  he  evidently 
excepted  againft  polygamies  being  eledted  to 
church-offices , no  more  affedts  the  matter  of 
polygamy , than  the  excepting  againft  women 
under  lixty  years  old,  proves  it  Jin ful  in  a wo- 
man to  be  younger , or  that,  becaufe  no  woman 
was  to  be  chol'en  to  the  office  of  a deaconefs 
who  had  been  twice  married , therefore  it  was 
nnful  for  the  woman  to  marry  again  after  the 
death  of  her  hufband,  contrary  to  i Cor. 
vii.  39.  and  to  the  exprefs  advice  of  the 
Apojlle , 1 Tim.  v.  14. 

As  to  the  fuppofed  unlawfulnefs  of  fecond 
marriages,  or  the  notion,  that  if  a man  loft 
iris  wife,  it  was  jinful  to  marry  again  ; this 
began  very  early  in  the  church,  and  ip  read  it- 
felf  even  to  this  country.  We  find  in  the 
time  of  Ed.  I.  * about  the  year  1276,  the 
parliament  adopted  a conftitution  made  by  the 
Pope  at  Lyons , to  exclude  men  that  had  been 
twice  married  from  all  clerks  privilege . So 
that  if  a man  was  convidted  of  felony , who 
would  otherwife  have  had  his  clergy,  and  it 
appeared  that  he  had  been  twice  married , he 
was  to  be  executed  like  other  lay -people.  A 
ftatute  of  1 8 Ed.  III.  mitigated  the  rigour  of 
this  law  with  refpedl*  to  clerks,  by  making  a 
f uggeftion  of  bigamy  triable  by  the  ordinary , 
before  the  jujlices  could  proceed.  But  all 
were  delivered  from  the  bondage  of  fuch  laws 
by  1 Ed.  VI.  c.  12.  § 16.  which  enadts,  that 

* See  Burnet  Hift.  Ref.  vol.  ii,  p.  323. 
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— <c  tvcxy  perfon,  who  by  any  law  or  ftatute 
**  of  this  realm  ou  ght  to  have  the  benefit  of 
€€  clergy,  fhall  be  allowed  the  fame,  although 
€C  he  hath  been  divers  times  married  to  any 
<c  fingle  woman  or  fingle  women,  or  to  two 
c(  wives  or  more*  or  to  any  widow  or  wi^ 

**  dows.” 

Among  the  fix  famous  articles  propofed  by 
Henry  VIII.  to  the  parliament  and  convoca- 
tion, one  was — “ whether  priefis,  that  is  to 
fay*  men  dedicate  to  God  by  priefthood, 
iC  may,  by  the  law  of  God,  marry  after  or 
iC  no?”**— Ci  After  great,  long,  deliberate, 
<c  and  advifed  deputation  and  confultation 
sf  had  and  made  concerning  the  faid  article, 
<c  as  well  by  the  confent  of  the  Kings  High - 
nefisy  as  by  the  affent  of  the  Lords  fipiritnal 
and  temporal \ and  other  learned  men  of  his 
H Clergy  in  their  convocations , and  by  the 
confent  of  the  Commons , in  this  prefient 
4C  parliament  aflembled,  it  wras  and  is  finally 
4(  refolved,  accorded,  and  agreed  — that 
tc  priefis,  after  the  order  of  priefthood  re- 
ceived  as  afore,  may  not  * marry  by  the  law 

“ of 

* In  the  eighth  century , feme  monks  pretended,  that 
the  angel  Gabriel  had  brought  twelve  articles  from  hea- 
ven, one  of  which  was,  that  e&defiajlics  muft  not  marry « 
See  Jortin  Rem.  vol.  ii.  p.  43. 

In  the  ninth  century , Pope  Nicholas  I.  made  a decree 
to  reftrain  priefis  from  marrying.  The  bifhop  of  Augfi 
burg  wrote  a pathetic  letter  to  the  Pope , fetting  forth 
the  fad  and  mifehievous  eonfequenees  of  taking  their 
wives  from  the  priefis . The  letter  is  at  large  in  Fox , 
vol.  ii.  p.  392.  and  well  worth  reading.  He  tells  Pope 
Nicholas , that  his  predeeeiTor  Saint  Gregory  (i.  e.  Gre- 
gory 
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((  of  God.  The  enabling  part  of  31  Henry 
“ VIII.  c.  14.  goes  on  and  fays — If  any 
€€  perfon  ffiall  preach — teach — or  obftinately 
“ affirm  and  defend,  that  any  man,  after  the 
4‘  order  of  priefthood  received,  may  marry 
“ or  contract  matrimony,  he  ffiall  be  ad- 
ic  judged  to  fuffer  death,  and  forfeit  lands 
“ and  goods  as  a felon  ; and  if  any  pried:  do 
“ actually  marry  or  contrail  marriage  with 
“ another,  or  any  man  that  is  or  hath  been 
<c  a pried  do  carnally  ufe  any  woman  to 
“ whom  he  is  or  hath  been  married,  or  with 
“ whom  he  hath  contracted  matrimony,  or 
“ openly  be  converfant  or  familiar  with  any 
€t  ffich  woman,  both  the  man  and  the  wo- 
“ man  ffiall  be  * adjudged  felons.” 

That 

gory  IV.)  made  fuch  a decree,  but  repented  of  it  on 
this  occasion  ; to  ufe  the  old  bifhop’s  words  as  they  are 
there  tranflated — “ Upon  a certain  day,  as  St.  Gregory 
“ fent  to  his  fifti-pond  to  have  fome  filh,  his  fervants 
drained  it,  and  found  at  the  bottom  6000  infants 
“ heads,  which  were  brought  to  him.  Upon  this  he 
<c  did  greatly  repent  in  himfelf  his  decree  touching  the 
“ fingle  life  of  the  priejis , which  he  confelTed  to  be  the 
‘c  caufe  of  that  fo  lamentable  murder.”  The  letter  in 
Fox , as  above  cited,  is  in  Latin  ; the  tranflation  is  re- 
ferred to  p.  393,  as  having  been  before  inferted  ; which 
the  reader  may  turn  to.  Whether  the  above  letter  was 
written  by  the  bifop  of  Augfburg , according  to  Crit. 
Hift.  of  England , p.  83*  or  by  Volufianus  bifhop  of  Car- 
thage^ as  Fox  feems  to  think,  is  very  immaterial. 

* How  ought  the  clergy  of  the  church  of  England , 
fome  of  whom  are  not  only  married  men,  but,  having 
loll  a firjl,  are  now  living  in  comfort,  honour,  and  re- 
putation with  a fecond  wife , (fee  before,  p.  190.  n.) 
to  blefs  the  day  when  men  dared  to  attack  the  reigning 
J up  erf}  it  ion  of  the  times,  and  in  the  face  of  all  manner  o"f 

reproach , 
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That  all  this  was  contrary  to  the  law  of 
God  is  apparent ; for  the  pricjls  and  Levites 
under  the  Old  Teftament,  and  the  apojllcs 
and  other  minijiers  under  the  New  T eftament, 
who  were  respectively  the  clergy  of  the  time, 
might  marry,  and  many  of  them  were  actual- 
ly married  men.  I therefore  mention  thefe 
things,  to  fhew  how  we  may  be  led  into  er- 
ror, even  to  putting  ?nen  to  death , thinking  we 
do  God  Jervice  (John  xvi.  2.)  when  once 
the  word  of  God  is  left  for  the  inventions 
and  traditions  of  men ; and  how  far  men  may 
believe  things  which  are  contrary  to  Scripture 
are  right  and  good , and  things  agreeable  to 

reproach , and  even  of  the  danger  of  death  itfelf,  boldly 
vindicate  thofe  rights  of  mankind,  with  which  the  law 
of  God  had  inverted  them,  but  of  which  thev  had  been 
deprived  by  the  inlolent  tyranny  of  men  like  them- 
felves  ? 

It  little  concerned  Luther , and  his  fellow  champions 
for  the  honour  of  the  divine  law — that  they  were 
called  antichrijls — -fcandals  to  religion — revivers  and  pro- 
pagators of  the  laws  of  Mahomet — or  that  the  Popifb 
Cerberus , with  his  three  heads  of  ignorance,  super- 
stition, and  blind  zeal,  threatened  to  tear  them  to 
pieces.  They  per  fevered — they  were  fuccefsful — and 
what  they  fowed  in  times  of  darknefs  and  perfection , we 
are  reaping  in  days  of  light  and  liberty. 

Thank  God,  the  aforefaid  Cerberus  is  chained  up. 
He  now  will  barh>  and  bark  he  may  ’till  he  be  hoarfe  5 
the  man  who  minds  him  can  have  but  little  elle  to  do. 

The  author  of  this  book  pretends  not  to  be  a prophet 
— but  judging  from  what  has  been  to  what  may  be , he 
entertains  not  the  leaft  doubt,  that,  a century  hence,  the 
world  may  either  wonder  at  the  man  who  had  wildness 
enough  to  attack  the  prefent  fyjlem  of  things  with  re- 
gard to  marriage , or  that  there  were  found  people  who 
were  absurd  enough  to  abufe  him  for  it. — This  to 
THOSE  WHOM  IT  MAY  CONCERN  — V ERBUM  Sat. 

u feripture 
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fcripture  are  wrong  and  abominable — that  this 
may  become  the  creed  of  a whole  nationy  nay 
of  a whole  church  including  many  nations,  lo 
as  to  gain  the  fandfion  of  public  jlatutes , the 
lolemn  opinions  of  lawyers , the  mold  awful 
determinations  of  courts  of  juft  ice.  The  con- 
demnation of  polygamy  is  equally  an  human 
device,  and  has  no  more  authority  from 
fcripture  for  making  a man  a felon  and  to 
fuff er  death  (fee  i Jac.  c.  n.)  for  having  two 
wives , than  the  ftat.  31  Henry  VIII.  above 
mentioned,  had  for  hanging  a priejl  and  the 
woman  he  had  married.  Ail  thefe  things  are 
equally  the  inventions  of  men,  or  rather  of 
Satan  transformed  into  an  angel  of  light ; 
but  the  feriptures  are  the  true  ItburieT s fpear, 
the  touch  of  which  alone  can  make  him  ap- 
pear in  his  own  fhape,  of  a lyar  and  a mur- 
derer from  the  beginning. 

The  fir  ft  public  f law  in  the  empire 

againfl 

* Luther  faith  well — cc  Satan^e  commentum  eft,  pec- 
catum  fingere  ubi  nullum  eft,  & juftitiam  negare,  ubi 
“ vera  eft.” — 44  It  is  an  invention  of  Satan  to  feign 

# O 

44  fin  where  there  is  none,  and  to  deny  right eoufnefs 
4<  where  it  truly  is.” 

t In  the  year  324,  Chriftianity  was  by  law  efiahlijhed , 
when  ConJlantine>  after  the  death  of  Licinius , reigned, 
without  a colleague,  foie  lord  of  the  Roman  empire. 
However  favourable  the  protection  of  the  civil  magi/irate 
was  at  that  time,  as  well  as  in  after  times,  to  the  Chrif- 
tian  religion , yet  from  hence  we  muft  date  the  misfor- 
tunes which  have  attended  the  interference  of  human 
power,  in  the  eftabliftiment  of  human  fyfie?iu  of  faith 
and  ceremony  ; the  for?ner  of  which  have  often  been  con- 
trary to  God’s  word,  the  latter  utterly  fubverftve  of  it. 
The  advancement  of  the  clergy  in  dignities,  riches,  and 

honour 
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again (1  polygamy  was  at  the  latter  end  of  the 
fourth  century,  about  the  year  393,  by  the 
emperor  Tbeodofus ; this  was  repealed  by  the 
emperor  Valentinian  about  Jlxty  years  after- 
wards, and  the  fubjedts  of  the  empire  were 
permitted  to  marry  as  many  wives  as  they 
pleafed  ; “ nor  does  it  appear  (fays  Chambers , 
“ tit.  Polygamy)  that  the  bijhops  made  any 
oppofition  to  this  introdudlion” — (he 
fhould  have  faid  rejloration  ; for  if  it  had  not 
exifted  before,  no  law  would  have  been  made 
againft  it  by  Hheodojius ) — “ of  polygamy  into 
€€  the  empire.”  After  all,  no  * human  au- 
thority can  decide  upon  the  matter,  as  this 
has  evidently  given  its  fuffrage  both  ways 
upon  the  fame  queftions.  But  can  the  de- 
terminations of  the  dll-wife  God  be  thus 
precarious  and  contradidlory  ? Can  the  Old 
Teftament  and' New  Teftament  be  at  as  great 
a variance  as  the  31  Henry  VIII.  c.  14. — • 

honour,  under  this  emperor  and  his  fuccefiors,-  proved  fa 
many  pernicious  baits  to  facerdotal  ambition,  avarice, 
and  pride  ; and  introduced  thofe  fcenes  of  vice  and  pro- 
fligacy among  the  clergy,  which  occafioned  it  to  be  faid 
— Mundus  per  ojliiim , pietas  per  fenejlram — The  world 
er.tered  in  at  the  door — piety  flew  out  at  the  window . 

* For  which  reafon,  I forbear  to  lay  any  ftrefs  on  the 
decifions  of  our  chief  reformers , Luther — Melantthon — • 
Bucer — Zuinglius , &c.  who,  after  a folemn  confutation 
at  JVittemberg , on  the  queftion — tc  whether  for  a man 
4C  to  have  two  wives  at  once , was  contrary  to  the  divine 
law  ?”  anfwered  unanimoufly,  “ That  it  was  not” — 
and,  on  this  authority,  Philip  the  Landgrave  of  Hejfe 
actually  married  a fecond  wife — his  firjl  being  alive. 
This  proves  what  they  thought , but,  by  no  means,  that 
they  thought  right . 

which 
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which  makes  it  death  for  both  the  man  and  wo- 
man, in  the  cafe  of  a prief,  to  marry,  or  even 
to  contrail  matrimony,  or  to  affirm  it  lawful 
fo  to  do — and  the  5 and  6 * Edw.  VI.  c.  1 2. 
which  declares  the  marriage  of  clerks  to  be 
as  lawful  as  the  marriages  of  other  men  ? — 
Had  the  fcriptures  forbidden  polygamy,  all 
the  human  laws  that  ever  could  be  enadted, 
and  all  the  human  authorities  that  ever  could 
be  produced,  could  not  make  it  lawful  in  the 
fight  of  God — for  that  were  to  place  men 
above  God.  On  the  other  hand,  if  God 
hath  not  forbidden  it,  but  even  allowed  it, 
all  the  men  upon  earth,  though  joined  with 
all  the  angels  in  heaven,  cannot  make  it  fnful 
— for  this  were  alfo  to  let  the  creatures  above 
their  Maker.  Judging  and  determining  on 
the  matter  either  way,  but  on  the  authority 


* The  preamble  to  this  law  affords  a moft  ftriking 
proof  of  the  power  of  fuperjlition  and  error  over  the 
minds  of  men  : for  though  2 and  3 Edward  VI.  c.  21. 
had  made  it  lav/ful  for  priefts  to  marry,  yet  far  the 
greater  number  of  people  held  fuch  marriages  44  to  be 
44  inconfifrent  with  the  law  of  God,  and  only  to  have 
44  been  tolerated"  by  the  former  itatute,  44  like  ufury  and 
44  other  unlawful  things,  to  avoid  greater  inconvenience 
44  and  evils,”  infomuch  that  they  44  accounted  the 
44  children  of  fuch  marriages  to  be  baflards , as  born  in 
44  unlawful  wedlock,  and  would  hardly  attend  the  or- 
44  dinances  of  the  church,  if  adminiffered  by  married 
44  priejis .”  Our  prejudices  againft  polygamy  arife  from 
the  fame  fource  of  error  and  fuperftition,  and  are  equally 
unwarranted  and  groundlefs,  as  the  law  a/God  no  more 
forbids  this  than  it  does  the  other . Forbidding  to  marry , 
where  God  has  not  forbidden  it,  is  the  dottrine  of  devils 
(1  Tim.  iv.  1,  3.)  however  holy,  pure , and  pious  it  may 
be  deemed,  whether  by  Protejiants  or  Papijls. 
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of  God’s  law,  is  a much  more  ferious  thing 
than  is  ufually  imagined ; for  there  are  as 
many  woes  pronounced  on  thofe  who  call  good 
evil,  as  on  thofe  who  call  evil  good.  If.  v.  20. 

The  learned  Grotius,  in  his  book  De 
Ver.  Chrifian.  Rel.  lib.  ii.  § 13.  note  12, 
feems  to  intimate,  that  5 Cor.  vii.  4.  is  to 
be  relied  on  as  a text  full  in  point  to  prove 
the  unlawfulnefs  of  polygamy  amongfl  Cbrif- 
tians ; for  that  it  was  lawful  amongft  the 
Jews,  he  not  only  allows,  but  brings  many 
authorities  ,to  prove,  in  note  7.  on  lib.  ii. 
feed.  13.  But  there  is  another  text,  at  ver.  2, 
which,  as  it  has  been  looked  upon  as  a con- 
clufive  argument  again  ft  polygamy,  I will  firft 
confider,  and  then  proceed  in  order  to  the  fol- 
lowing verfes,  from  ver.  2 to  ver.  5,  inclu- 
five.  The  words  of  the  text  alluded  to  are 
— Nevertheless , to  avoid  fornication,  let  every 
man  have  his  own  wife,  and  every  woman  her 
own  hufband.  The  ftrength  of  the  whole  ar- 
gument drawn  from  this  paflage  confifts  in  a 
iort  of  * ** quibble  upon  the  word  wife,  that, 
as  well  as  the  word  hufband,  being  in  the 
Singular  number — wife,  not  wives.  But  lup» 

* I have  elfewhere  obferved,  on  the  danger  of  this 
method  of  interpretation,  we  have  hut  to  rely  on  the 
found  of  words,  and  all  fecona  marriages  are  directly  for- 
bidden, ver.  2y.  Jrt  thou  loo  fed  from  a wife f feek  not  a 
wife.  Again,  the  method  of  eltablifhing  doctrines  by 
mere  words  or  fentences  detached  from  the  context, 
might  fu'rnifh  us  with  as  direct  a prohibition  of  mar- 
riage to  Chriflians , as  ever  was  contended  for  in  the  pri- 
mitive churches  ; for  no  words  can  be  plainer  than 
fd.li  (pi7 a yvvdiiKctj— feck  not  a wife. 

**  1 .« 
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pofe  it  had  been  faid,  “ Let  every  man  have' 
£<  his  own  lervant,  and  every  fervant  his  own 
“ maifer,”  would  it  afford  a conclufiye  proof, 
that  becaufe  no  'man  can  ferve  two  majlers, 
therefore  no  mafler  could  have  more  than  one 
fervant  ? 

However,  as  this  text  has  been,  and  is, 
looked  upon  as  a diredt  proof  of  the  unlaw- 
ful nefs  of  polygamy  among  Chriflians , let  us 
give  it  a thorough  confederation.  In  the  firft 
place,  let  us  reftore  it  to  its  own  genuine 
words  ; for  our  tranjlaiors  have  introduced 
fornething  which  is  not  in  the  original.  The 
words  in  the  Greek  are — A id  ft  rdc  mpveicLC— 
the  verb  to  avoid  is  not  there — the  words  rctc 
TTopvsixc,  which  we  tranflate  forme ationy  are 
plural,  not  Jingular , and  fhould  be  rendered 
fornications , or  the  fornications — they  being  in 
the  accufative  cafe,  are  governed,  not  by  the 
verb  to  avoid , which  is  not  in  the  text,  but  by 
the  prepoiition  which  is.  This  prepo- 
fition  $id  has  various  meanings,  according  to 
the  cafe  it  governs.  Sometimes  it  governs  a 
genitive — fometimes  an  accufative , and  then  it 
may  fignify— for  ; — fo  Dr.  Hammond  renders 
it  here — but  for  fornications  > — alfo — with  re - 
fpeSl  to — as  to — with  regard  to — quod  attinet 
ad : — fo  ver.  26.  $icc  tvvj  evsgrmctv  dvet yxvjv,  may 
be  rendered,  with  refpebl  to  (in  refpedl  of — 
Dr.  IJammond)  the  prefent  necejfity.  Many 
authorities  might  be  cited  for  this  ufe  of  the 
word,  both  in  facred  and  profane  writers  ; 
and  it  fo  fuits  with  the  fubjedt-matter  of  the 

verfe 
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verfe  in  queftlon,  that  I conceive  this  to  be 
the  fenfe  of  Sid  in  this  place. 

The  context  fhews  very  plainly,  that  what 
St.  Paul  fays,  is  in  anfwer  to  fome  qucjlions 
put  to  him  by  letter , and  fent  to  him  at  Phi - 
lip  pi,  where  he  appears  to  have  been  when 
he  wrote  the  anfwer ; and  if  we  may  judge 
of  the  quejlions  by  the  * anfwer , which  is 

furely 

% This,  in  the  inftance  before  us,  is  the  only  way  by 
which  we  can  judge,  as  we  have  not  the  Corinthians  let- 
ter itfelf  to  inform  us  of  its  contents  ; for  want  of  which, 
there  are  fome  pafiages  in  the  chapter  dark  and  hard  to 
be  underflood.  Still  a meaning  they  certainly  muft  have  ; 
and  our  judgment,  with  refpeCt  to  that  meaning,  ftiould 
be  directed — firft,  by  a confideration  of  the  manners, 
cuftoms,  difpofitions,  and  characters  of  the  writers , alfo 
of  their  Situation  with  regard  to  time  and  place — fecondly, 
of  the  character,  fituation,  and  office  ot  the  anfwerer  ; 
whofe  holy  zeal,  and  conlummate  knowledge  ot  the  di- 
vine lava , muft  render  it  impoffible  for  him  to  write  a 
fyllable  which  doth  not  exaCtly  harmonize  with  the  Old 
Teftament. 

Both  thefe  I have  endeavoured  to  keep  in  view,  while 
I have  been,  fetting  down  my  thoughts  on  this  paffage  of 
fcripture. 

When  the  Apojlle  faith,  7wj>  tauT*  fvvtti/.ct  ’EXF/- 

T £2,  he  certainly  ufes  the  verb  %Xa  in  a larger  fenfe  than 
merely  having . — This  verb  fignifies  to  pojfefs,  retain , 
which  is  to  continue  the  pojfejjion  of.  So  it  is  apparently 
ufed,  Matt.  xiv.  4.  where  'John  the  Bapiijl  tells  Hercdy 
concerning  Herodias  his  brother  Philip's  wife , whom 
Herod  had  taken  to  himfelf — Otoe  701  ’EXEIN  &u1hv. 
So  Mark  vi.  18.  Ovk  701  ’EXEIN  ywaiKet  7 
dc 7 « — where  the  Baptijl cannot  be  fuppofed  merely 
to  condemn  Herod's  having  her  at  firft,  but  alfo  to  declare 
the  unlawfulnefs  of  his  retaining , or  continuing  the  pojfeflion 
^yher.  So  here — let  every  man  retain , continue  the  pojfejfion 
of — yvv&ULA,  the  wife — 7tiu  £av]x,  of  himfelf — i.  e.  who 
his  own  property— and  not  fuffer  her  to  go  to  other  men. 
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furely  a very  fair  way  of  judging,  they  pro- 
bably concerned  a very  infamous,  but  com- 
mon pradtice,  that  of  married  men  lending  out 

or 

as  the  cuftom  was,  nor  take  other  men’s  wives  to  him- 
felf. 

The  Apoftle  proceeds — warn  rbv  ’ftAION  etv<hp& 
EXETn. — Here  is  an  evident  variation  in  the  phrafeology, 
on  which  we  fhall  take  occafion  to  obferve  hereafter.  At 
prefent,  let  it  be  noticed,  that  the  introduction  of  the  word 
vIAION,  muft  affedt,  and  materially,  the  meaning  of  tire 
word  EXETC,  and  make  alfo  the  word  dvlpa  to  be  taken 
in  an  exclufive  lenfe  — as  thus — Let  every  (wife)  retain,- 
pofiefs  (i.  e.  keep  to , as  we  fay)  the  man  or  hufband  ap- 
propriated to  her  exclufively  of  all  other  men. 

Thus  both  parts  of  the  verfe  are  in  the  ftridfeft  analogy 
with  the  divine  law , and  equally  contribute  to  reprobate 
the  breach  of  it  by  44  community  of  women/’  which  was 
a Gentile-cuilom. 

As  for  the  conclufion  againft polygamy,  which  is  drawn 
from  the  word  wife , as  well  as  the  word  husband \ 
being  in  the  fmgular  number,  it  will  not  hold  ; for  the 
fcriptures  plainly  fhew  us,  that  wife  muft  frequently  be 
underftood  in  a diflribuiive  fenfe.  A remarkable  pallage 
of  this  fort  is  in  i Tim.  iii.  12.  Let  the  deacons  be  the 
husbands  of  one  wife — //./as  ywciiKvs  dvfpif.  But  can 
any  body  iuppofe,  that  tnere  was  to  be  but  one  wife 
amongft  them  all  ? — So  in  the  tenth  commandment — « 
Thou  J halt  not  covet  thy  neighbour's  wife — This  (like  ox9 
afs , houfe,  fervant)  muft  be  taken  in  a diftributive  fenfe, 
and  mean  any  married  woman  or  women  whatfoever.  So 
Exod.  xxi.  33,  34.  If  a ??ian  dig  a pit , and  not  cover  it,  and 
an  ox  or  an  afs  fall  therein — the  owner  of  the  pit  J'hall  make 
it  good , &c.  Are  not  pits , and  oxen,  and  afj'es , to  be  here 
underftood  ? So  in  the  text,  the  word  wife  means  any 
woman  or  women  who  may  be  married  to  the  man. 

The  word  husband  muft  be  underftood  in  an  exclufive 
fenfe,  becaufe  the  whole  Bible  fhews  that  a woman  could 
have  but  one  Jfmband • — here  well  exprefied  by  the  IcP/or  dv- 
Spa.  In  fhort,  this  fcripture,  like  all  others,  muft  be 
interpreted  according  to  the  analogy  of  the  faith,  by  taking 
a view  of  the  divine  law  in  all  its  parts,  and  not  by  con- 
VoL.  I.  P fining 
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or  even  marrying  their  wives  to  other  people, 
and  of  courfe  the  married  women  going  from 
their  own  husbands  to  other  men.  That  this 
was  the  cafe  in  Corinth , may  well  be  taken 
for  granted,  when  we  confider  that  there 
were  fo  many  fources  from  which  fuch 
practices  were  fo  eafily  derived*  The  Corin- 
thians 

fining  ourfelves  to  mere  literal  conftru&ion  of  a fingle 
word — or  text — or  pafTage  ; for,  by  this  means,  we  might 
be  brought  into  all  the  errors  of  the  church  of  Rome , 
or  into  all  the  herefies  that  have  been  invented  ; not 
one  of  which  is  without  fome  text  of  feripture  for  its 
fupport,  which  being  wrejled  from  all  the  reft,  has 
been  wrefied  from  its  meaning,  and  made  to  fignify 
juft  what  the  fancies  of  men  have  applied  it  to.  It 
is  very  truly  obferved  by  an  antient  writer,  “ Turpe  ejl 
iC  tota  lege  non  infpeftay  vel  perletta , de  lege  ju  die  are” 
<c  To  judge  of  the  law,  without  reading  over  and  ex- 
*c  amining  the  whole , is  fhameful.” — He  proceeds — tc  It& 
cc  turpe  etiam  theologo  textum  originalem  in  feriptura  fa- 
C(  era  non  infpicere,  aut  ilium  ftudio  praeterire,  & tamen 
44  feripturam  explicare  velle.” — 44  So  it  is  fhameful  in  a 
44  theologifl  not  to  infpetft  the  original  text  in  the  facred 
44  feripture,  or  purpofely  to  pafs  it  by,  and  yet  pretend 
44  to  explain  the  feripture. ” If  this  fentiment  had  nad  its 
due  weight,  it  would  have  leftened  the  numbers  of  ex - 
pofitors  and  co?nmentators  on  the  Bible,  in  no  inconfider- 
able  degree. 

The  interpretation  which  the  Rhemifls  give  to  this 
i Cor.  vii.  2.  is  by  no  means  to  be  defpifed — I will  here 
fet  it  down  ; for— 

• Fat  eft  & ah  ho  fie  doceri.-  

<c  Let  every  one  have , keep , or  ufe  his  own  wife,  to 
cc  whom  he  was  married  before  his  converfion  ; for  the 
cc  Apoftle  here  anfwereth  to  the  firft  queftion  of  the  Co - 
cc  rinthians , which  was  not — whether  it  were  lawful  to 
“ marry  ? but — whether  they  were  not  bound,  upon 
c4  their  converfion,  to  abftain  from  the  company  of 
<c  their  wives  married  before  in  their  infidelity?  as  fome 

44  djd 
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thians  were  a people  lewd  and  * debauched  to 
a proverb — K cprAzfytv,  to  Corinthianize , or 
play  the  Corinthian , was  a phrafe  which  ex- 
preiled  a man’s  being  abominable  add  to 
this  the  fondnefs  of  the  Greeks  for  the  max- 
ims of  the  divine  Plato,  as  he  was  called, 
one  of  which  was — koivccc  (jlsu  yvvcuyzg,  kcivxq  $4 
tivcti  TouSou'i  that  “ women  and  children 
ought  to  be  common  — add  to  this  the 

feft  of  the  Gnojiics , thofe  early  heretics , who 
held  <c  a community  of  women,  and  that  all 
“ marriage  was  oi  -f*  the  devil thefe 
fpread  their  errors  far  and  wide  among  the 
Chrijiian  churches : — and  laftly — the  horrid 
practice  of  men  s lending  their  wives  to  others , 

cc  did  perfuade  them  they  ought  to  be.5’  This  would 
teem  a good  expofition  of  the  place,  if  the  Apojlle  had 
not  fo  exprefsly  treated  this  point  in  the  following  verfe . 

* See  i Cor*  vi.  u.  former  part.  Strabo  writes,  that 
there  was  at  Corinth  a temple  of  Venus , fo  rich,  that  it 
maintained  above  a thoufand  harlots  facred  to  her  fervice, 
lepofttes  ila/pctf,  which  were  confecrated  both  by  men 
and  women  to  that  goddefs.  See  the  advantage  and  ne- 
ceflity  of  the  Chrijiian  revelation,  by  J.  Leland , D.  D* 
vol.  i.  p.  174.  Others  fay,  that  the  number  of  profti- 
tutes  in  honour  of  Venus  at  Corinth  was  2000.  See  Lett . 
of  Jews  to  Voltaire , vol.  ii.  p.  53. 

Strabo , Geog.  lib.  xii.  fpeaking  of  the  temple  of  the 
moon  in  Comana  of  Cappadocia , where  all  manner  of  the 
moil  horrid  impurities  were  committed,  as  parts  oi  religi- 
ous worjhip , calls  it — 66  a little  Corinth. ” 

t Among  the  errors  of  the  famous  Manes  or  Mani - 
ch&us , in  the  third  century , this  principle  is  found — he 
taught,  that  ct  all  marriage  is  of  the  devil,  invented  by 
“ him  to  tie  the  fouls  to  the  flefh,  and  to  retard  their 
“ return  to  heaven/’  See  Jorthi  s Remarks , vol.  ii. 
p.  50. 
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was  even  a fort  of  J law  in  Greece  ; this  ori- 
ginated firft  in  Sparta , that  famous  city  of 
P eloponnefus  > on  the  edge  of  which  Corinth 
flood ; from  thence  it  fpread  itfelf  into  the 
reft  of  the  cities  of  Greece , Corinth , no  doubt, 
as  well  as  others.  The  following  account  of 
this  vile  cuftom  is  to  be  found  in  Plutarch's 
life  of  the  celebrated  Spartan  lawgiver  Ly- 
cur gus.  “ He  (Lycurgus)  next  bethought 
“ hiinfelf  how  to  prevent  that  wild  and  wo- 
“ manifti  paflion  of  jealoujy , by  making  it  a 
<c  matter  of  reputation,  not  only  to  banifh 
“ from  matrimony  all  violence  and  dilorder, 
“ but  alfo  to  allow  men  the  freedom  of  im- 
<c  parting  the  ufe  of  their  wives  to  deferving 
<(  perfons,  that  fo  they  might  have  children 
“ by  them.  And  he  laughed  at  thofe  who 
think  the  violation  of  the  marriage-bed 
“ fuch  an  infupportable  affront,  that  they 
“ revenge  it  by  murders  and  cruel  wars. 
“ Lycurgus  thought  a man  not  to  be  blamed, 
46  who,  being  in  years,  and  having  a young 
“ wife,  fhould  recommend  fome  virtuous 
€<  handfome  young  man,  that  (he  might 
*c  have  a child  by  him,  who  might  inherit 
the  good  qualities  of  fuch  a father,  and 

X Grot  ins , fpeaking  of  the  JewiJh  divorces , faith  — 
Qiiod  et  hodie  ufurpant  Adahumctifta , & olim  Greed 
cc  ac  Latini  tanta  licentia,  ut  & uxores  ad  tempus  uteri- 
tC  das  aliis  darent  Lacones  & Cato.”  Which  the  Maho- 
vietans  often  pratiife  at  this  day , and  formerly  the  Greeks  and 
Latins , with  fuch  licentioufnefs,  that  they  could  grant  the  ufe 
of  their  wives  to  others  for  a given  time.  This  was  the 
cafe  among  the  Lacedemonians , and  Cato  alfo  did  the  fame . 
See  Grot,  de  Verit.  lib,  ii.  § 13* 

€t  this 


€4 


[ 2I3  3 

this  child  the  good  man  loves  as  ten- 
€<  derly  as  if  he  was  his  own  getting. — On 
*4  the  other  hand,  a worthy  man,  who  was 
“ in  love  with  a married  woman  upon  ac- 
€C  count  of  her  modefty,  and  well-favoured- 
“ nefs  of  her  children,  might,  without  for- 
u mality,  beg  of  her  husband  a night's  lodging , 
“ that  he  might,  like  flips  of  a fine  tree, 
“ planted  in  a goodly  garden,  have  children 
“ of  a good  race,  and  well  related.  For  Ly- 
“ curgus  was  of  opinion,  that  children  were 
“ not  fo  much  the  propriety  of  their  parents, 
“ as  of  the  whole  commonwealth  ; and  there - 
€t  fore  he  would  not  have  them  begotten  by 
“ the  firjl  comers , but  by  the  belt  men  that 
“ could  be  found.” 

This  cuftom  was  far  from  being  reckoned 
criminal  * or  adulterous , it  was  applauded 

greatly ; 

• 

* The  community  of  wives  cannot  be  conceived  to  have 
efcaped  the  lewd  Corinthians , when  we  confider  how  it 
fpread  far  and  wide  among  the  Gentiles.  This  is  faid  to 
have  been  the  cuftom  of  the  Troglodytes,  Agathyrft,  the 
Mallagetae,  and  Scythians,  of  whom  Strabo  faith— 
<c  they  had  their  wives  in  common , agreeably  to  the  laws 
“ oi  Plato,” 

The  natives  of  Ruffian  Lapland  were  confufedly  known 
to  the  anjtier>ts  under  the  name  of  Troglodytes  or  northern 
pigmies.  They  are,  for  the  moft  part,  not  above  four 
feet  and.  an  half  high,  and  dwell  in  caverns  ; they  are  juft 
the  fame  people  they  were  formerly— they  are  faid  to  in- 
treat  ftrangers  to  lie  with  their  wives  and  daughters,  as 
an  honour  done  to  them,  and  from  a defire  of  amending, 
by  their  means,  the  defefts  of  their  own  race.  See  Volt . 
Works.  I ran f.  by  Franklin , vol.  xxviii.  p,  10,  12. 

Puffendorf  has  given  a long  lift  of  other  nations^ 
which  had  the  fame  cuftom  among  them,  fuch  as  the  an- 
tient  inhabitants  of  Britain , the  Sabcansy  thofe  of  the 
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greatly;  and  “ fo  far  were  women  from  that 

fc  fcandalous  liberty  which  has  been  objected 

■c  to  them,  that  they  knew  not  what  the 

“ name  of  adultery  meant. ” — “ A proof  of 

“ this  we  have  in  Gcradas,  a very  antient 

* 

Spartan , who,  being  afked  by  a ftranger 
u what  punifhment  their  law'  had  appointed 
“ for  adultery  ? anfwered — “ My  friend, 
<c  there  are  no  adulterers  in  our  country.” 
But,  replies  the  ftranger,  fuppofe  there 
“ were  one,  ho w would  you  punifh  him  ?” 
He  anfwered — “ The  offender  muft  pay  to 
the  plaintiff  a bull,  with  a neck  fo  long, 
“ that  he  might  drink  out  of  the  river  Eu- 
€(  rotas , from  over  the  top  of  mount  ¥ ay  get  ad' 
Why,  ’tis  impoffible  to  find  fuch  a bull, 
f‘  faid  the  man.”  Geradas  finding  replied — 
“ ’Twas  juft  as  impoffible  to  find  an  adulterer 
“ in  Sparta .”  It  is  endlefs  to  obferve  on 
.the  total  blindnefs  of  fuch  people,  with  re- 
fpedt  to  the  law  of  God  : but  when  the  Co- 
rinthians were  awakened  to  a fenfe  of  divine 
things,  though,  as  well  as  others  in  that  part 
of  Greece , they  had  been  * infefted  with  this 

kingdom  of  C ale  cut,  the  antient  Lithuanians , &c.  See 
Leland,  vol.  ii.  p.  129,  note  r. 

Diogenes , whom  Epictetus  celebrates  with  the  epithet 
of  divine , held  that  ct  vjomen  ought  to  he  common  ’ —look- 
ing upon  marriage  to  be  nothing  ; “ that  every  man  and 
woman  might  keep  company  with  whom  they  liked 
tc  heft,  and  that  therefore  children  ought  to  be  in  com- 
“ mon.”  Ib.  132.  So  the  Stoics  held  that  women  ought 
to  he  in  common  among  the  wife,  133. 

* Lycurgus  eltablifhed  his  laws  in  Lacedaemon  almoft 
goo  years  before  Christ,  fo  that  they  had  full  time  to 
circulate  and  grow  into  cuftoms,  not  only  in  Greece , but 
alfo  in  many  other  parts  of  the  world. 

3 Spartan 
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Spartan  leaven,  and  followed  th t practices,  as 
they  had  imbibed  the  principles  of  their 
neighbours  \ yet  neither  cuftom,  example,  nor 
prejudice  of  education,  could  lilence,  or  any 
longer  fatisfy  their  confciences,  and  there- 
fore they  feem  to  have  written  to  the  apofi- 
tle , to  know  his  fenfe  of  the  matter  ; which 
he  clearly  gives  them  in.  the  words  of  the 
text,  and  which  evidently  reprobate  this 
horrid  * cuftom.  Having,  in  the  preceding 
chapter , difcuffed  at  large  the  fubjedfs  of 
whoredom  and  fornication , and  lewdnefs  in 
general,  he  begins  this  feventh  chapter  with 
an  anfwer  to  the  particular  queftions  propofed 
to  him  in  the  letter  which  he  had  received 
from  them.  The  paflage  may  be  thus  para- 
ph rafed  : — Now  concerning  the  things  whereof 
ye  wrote  unto  7ne — “ I fay,  firft  in  general, 
<c  though  not  for  the  reafons  which  foine  of 
ie  your  phdofophers  have  given,  nor  for  thofe 
€C  which  the  Gnojlics  have  fuggefted,  as  if 
“ marriage  was  wrong  or  Jinfiiil  in  itfelf  but 
“ for  prudential  reafons,  arifing  from  the  fi- 
“ tuation  of  things  at  this  time  (ver.  26.) 
“ it  is  good , j t&Aov,  vfefuU  profitable  (ver.  8 
and  26.)  for  a man  not  to  touch  a woman — ? 


* By  the  manner  of  St . PauFs  exprefling  himfelf, 
l Cor.  v.  1.  he  feems  to  infinuate,  that,  one  man’s  tak- 
ing or  having  another's  wife,  was  a matter  by  no  means 
unheard  of  among jl  the  Gentiles  \ though  a man’s  having 
his father  s wife  was. 

See  an  inftance  of  this  fort  of  degeneracy  among  the 
Jews , Amos  ii.  7. 
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**  to  have  no  dealings  with  the  other  ’f*  fex . 
“ (See  Matt.  xix.  n,  12.)  But  with  refpett 
**  to  the  * fornications  you  mention,  andcon- 
u cerning  which  you  defire  to  know  my  fen- 
“ timents  ; I anfwer,  conformably  to  the 
€c  law  of  God,  which  ordains,  that  a man 
“ flail  cleave  to  his  wife , &c.  (Gen.  ii.  24.) 

and  that  no  woman  fhall  depart  from  her 
iC  hufband ’,  and  go  to  another  man  (fee  Rom? 
**  yh*  i>  2,  3).  Let  every  man  have  his 
*€  wife — t^v  yjvxixcc  Iccjtx — the  woman  who 
belongs  to  him~and  not  lend  her  out,  or 

t Mu  ctr7r]c&Ai  yvvctiKct  is  conftrued  by  fome  learned 
men,  by  ducere  uxorem — to  marry  a wife  ; — but  1 rather 
think,  our  trar.flation  right — not  to  touch  a woman — for,  as 
the  word  cti;Qp co'zco  denotes  man  in  a general  fenfe,  fo,  to 
make  both  parts  of  the  fentence  correfpond  with  each 
other,  the  yvvcuKct  feems  to  be  general  alfo.  The  word 
f t'/]i&cu  anfwers  to  the  Hebrew  which  fometimes 
gneans  tq  touch  or  meddle  zvithy  in  a carnal  fenfe.  See  Gert. 
xx.  6. 

* There  is  no  neceftity  to  reftrain  the  word  iropvuaf  in 
this  place,  as  our  tranflators  feem  to  have  done,  to 
the  idea  of  what  is  ufually  meant  by  that  term,  that  is  to 
fay,  commerce  with  harlots  ; for  it  is  a general  word,  ex- 
preftive  of  adultery , a^  well  as  what  is  called  fornication. 
Thus  the  apojlle  ules  it  but  a little  before  in  this  very 
epijlle , chap.  v.  i.  to  denote  not  only  adultery , but  alfo 
incejl . It  is  uf. d as  Signifying  adultery , Matt.  v.  32. 
xix.  q •,  for  though  it  may  there  fignify  lewdnefs  com- 
mitted before  marriage,  but  not  found  out  till  afterwards, 
yet  it  mu  ft  ne  cellar  ily  alfo  be  undcrftood  to  mean  fuch 
adds  done  alter  marriage  ; for  our  Lord  cannot  be  fup- 
pofed  to  mean  that  the  former  W'as  a juft  caufe  of  divorce , 
and  not  the  latter — io  that  the  v/ord  rropi'iict  muft  include 
both.  T\oovita.<;  being  plural,  well  denotes  the  compli- 
cated crimes  of  the  hulband’s  lending  his  wife  to  another 
man,  and  the  wife’s  going  to  another  man  befides  her 
hufband,  including  alfo  the  crime  of  him  who  took  her. 

“ fuffer 
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“ fufFer  her  to  marry  another,  nor  let  him 
cc  take  a woman  who  is  not  yvvv\  iccvr#,  his 
“ wife,  but  another  man’s,  to  himfeif.  So 
ix  aljo  let  every  married  woman  have  her  own 
tc  proper  husband — rov  ihcv  cw^pct — tne  man 
appropri  ted  to  her,  exclufively  of  all  other 
“ men  up<  n earth,  and  not  depart,  or  iufter 
“ herfelf  to  lent  or  given  to  any  other  man.” 

I would  here  obferve,  that  there  is  a very 
remarkable  difference  of  expreffion,  which 
though  preferved  in  many  other  tranflations, 
is  not  in  ours.  We  render  the  two  claufes 
]uft  alike,  whereas  they  are  not  io  in  the  ori- 
ginal, but — Tvjv  'EAITOI  yvvx ik cl,  and  tov 
IAION  dvdpx.  The  Latin  tranflations  pre- 
ferve  this  difference  of  expreffio n—fuam  uxo - 
rein — proprium  virum . Leuid.  ex  Mont.  So 
the  old  and  new  tranflations  in  Beza's  Tefta- 
inent,  and  Barker  s Eng.  Teft.  1615,  and  the 
Geneva , 1 557.  Let  every  man  have  his 
wife,  and  every  woman  her  own  husband,  ij 
all  fcripture  be  given  by  infpiration  of  God, 
(2  Tim.  iii.  16.)  and  holy  men  fpake  as  they 
were  moved  by  the  Holy  Ghoft , (2  Pet.  i.  21.)  I 
cannot  but  think  that  there  is  fome  weighty 
reafon  for  the  difference  of  exprefiion,  in  giv- 
ing the  epithet  ’iSiov  to  the  husband,  with  re- 
fpedt  to  the  wife , and  not  to  the  wife,  with 
refpedt  to  the  husband . This  is  obfervable, 
not  only  in  this  place,  but  in  * many  others. 

Leigh, 


* Rom.  viii.  32.  we  meet  with  a very  material  proof 
of  the  emphatical  import  of  the  word  to  denote 

Christ’s  being  God’s  own  proper  Jon,  in  fuch  a fenfe  as 

under  confi- 
deration 


no  creature  is  or  can  be.  bo,  in  the  paftage 
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Leigh , Crit.  Sac.  obferves  this,  as  occurring 
every  where  in  the  facred  writings  of  the 
New  Teftament — uxoribus  fui  thoi  avfyec 
tribuuntur pafjim  m facris . Leigh  fub  voc.  thoe* 
Eph . v.  24,  25.  Tok  ih'ois  civ^pdcriv,  their  own 
husbands — tus  yvvoitKote  icLVTtiv,  your  wives  — 
and  ver.  28,  Tct ; eclvtuv  yvvcLixfc,  their  wives — 
tv\v  iavT's  yvvouKoi,  his  wife . — Again,  Col.  iii, 
18,  19.  t oislh'ois  dvlpxciiv — propriis  viris — their 
own  husbands — tou  ywfan&e,  your  wives  (eclvt&v 
being  underftood).  St.  Peter , who  was  the 
apojile  of  the  circumcijion , ufes  the  fame  mode 
of  expreflion,  1 Pet.  iii.  1.  Let  the  wives  be 
fubjedl,  toiq  Ihcis  dv^pdatv — propriis  viris — to 
their  own  husbands.  Comp.  1 Pet.  iii.  5. 
The  word  ihcc  has  certainly  an  emphatical 
meaning  wherever  we  find  it,  therefore  muft 
have  its  emphafis  in  this  place,  as  well  as  in 
others.  It  feems  to  denote  fuch  an  appropri- 
ation of  the  husband  to  the  wife , as  that  (he 
could  not  have , or  go  to  any  other  man.  This 
idea  may  be  illuftrated  from  Rpm.  xiv.  4. 
Who  art  thou  that  judgejl  another  man  s fer - 

deration,  the  word  denotes  that  the  man  is  the  wo- 
man’s hufband,  in  fuch  a fenfe  as  no  other  man  is  or  can 
be.  Christ,  John  v..  18,  is  faid  to  call  God  I <Puv  Uct~ 
Tip  a — His  own  proper  father : — this  muft  be  in  a fenfe  as 
cxclufive  of  all  other  beings , as  the  )c hot  etvnp  is  exclufive 
of  all  other  men . 

So  1 Cor.  xv.  48.  God  givrth  It  a body  as  it  pleafeth 
Him , atid  to  every  feed — to  i<tiov  gco/aa — his  own  body , 
i.  e.  fo  peculiarly  appropriated  to  that  fort  of  grain  that 
it  can  pafs  into  no  other. — 'Thus  hath  God  given  to 
every  wife — tov  /etiov  AVctpA — her  own — peculiar — ap- 
propriated— husband  — fo  that,  while  he  liveth  (Rom. 
vii.  3.)  die  can  pafs  to  no  other  man. 
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vant  ? too  $/«  wfiu—proprio  domino— to  his 
own  majier  he  jiandeth  or  jalleth.  Here  ibu k 
is  ufed  as  an  epithet  to  the  majier  with  refpetf: 
to  the  fervant  (as  i Tim.  vi.  i.  Tit.  ii.  9.) 
and  mu  ft  denote  iuch  an  appropriation  of  the 
matter  to  the  fervant,  as  to  exempt  the  fervant 
from  the  authority,  power,  controul,  com- 
mand, or  fervice  of  any  other,  but  that  of  his 
own  (I matter;  for,  as  was  obferved  be- 
fore, no  man  can  ferve  two  majier s , though  the 
matter  may  have  many fervant s ; nor  is  any  of 
his  fervants  the  lefs  fo,  becaufe  he  has  others. 
So  here,  1 Cor.  vii.  2.  and  the  other  paftages 
referred  to,  the  hufband  is  ftyled  Viiov,  to  de- 
note, that  no  other  man  can  have  any  power, 
propriety,  or  intereft  whatfoever  in  the  fociety 
of  the  wife,  but  the  ihcs  d>v\p,  the  proper  and 
appropriated,  peculiar  hufband.  I own  that 
I can  account  for  this  difference  oi  expreffion 
in  no  other  way,  than  by  fuppofing  the  Jcrip - 
ture  confiftent  with  itfelf,  and  that  the  dii— 
tindlion  fo  evident  in  the  Old  Teftament  was 
to  be  preferved  throughout  the  New  Tefta- 
ment— that  though  a man  mignt  have  more 
than  one  wife , yet  a woman  could  have  but 
one  husband ; had  fhe  more,  neither  could  be 
ftyled  properly  Ihoc  dvvjp,  for  fhe  would  be 
as  much  the  property  of  one  as  oi  the  other, 
or  rather  be  in  common  between,  or  among 
them,  according  to  their  number ; whereas, 
doubtlefs,  though  a man  has  two  wives , each 
may  be  properly  ftyled  yvvy  sccvtcv — *his  wife . 

* The  propriety  of  this  can  hardly  be  difputed,  when 
we  refledi  that  it  is  the  conftant  language  of  the  Old 
Teftament, 

No 
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iN1  o man  may  be  laid  to  have  an  exclujive  pro- 
perty in,  or  appropriation  of  himfelf  to,  a 
perfon  or  thing,  which  others  may  fhare  with 
him : therefore  the  word  the c is  peculiarly 
adapted  to  denote  the  exclujive  appropriation 
of  the  husband  to  the  wife  to  be,  like  the  ex- 
clujive  appropriation  of  the  majler  to  the  fer - 
vanty  fuch  a one  as  gives  to  him  alone , ex- 
clufive  of  all  others,  the  whole  attentiony  obe- 
dience y and  fervice  of  the  party,  fo  long  as  the 
relation  which  requires  thefe  {hall  continue. 
Whereas  yuwj,  wifey  is  never  found  with  the 
exclufive  but  coupled  only  with  the  pro- 
noun poffeffive  sxvtS.  To  illuftrate  what  has 
been  faid,  we  may  obferve  as  to  Jacob  and  his 
two  wives,  Leah  and  Rachely  Rachel  as  well 
as  Leahy  with  refpeft  to  Jacoby  was  yuvvj  ecL'ojtiy 
his  wife  (Gen.  xxx.  26.  xxxi/50.)  and  he  the 
idiot  wv\p,  the  husbandy  exclufively  of  all  other 
men,  appropriated  to  both9  infomuch  that  nei- 
ther could  have  gone  to  any  other  man,  with- 
out being  an  adulterefs : but  we  no  where 
find  Jacoby  nor  any  other  polygamifty  ftigma- 
tized  as  an  adulterer  or  fornicator , on  account 
of  his  having  two  wives . That  luch  a cuftotn 
as  Plutarch  {hews  to  have  originated  from  the 
famous  lawgiver  of  Sparta y {hould  reach  Co- 
rinth, which  ftood  at  the  edge  of  Peloponnefus , 
is  not  at  all  furprizing,  when  we  find  it  had 
even  reached  to  * Rome.  Numa  PompiliuSy 

: the 

* In  ffoort,  this  cullom  of  lending  wives  to  each  other 
was  fo  common  among  the  Gentilesy  that  it  is  inconceiv- 
able fuch  a practice  fhould  not  be  among  the  Corinthians . 

Ccrfar 
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the  famous  fucceffor  of  Romulus , anno  715 
before  Ghrijl , eftablifhed  this  horrid  practice 
among  the  Romans.  He  was  a great  reformer 
of  religion , and  improver  of  the  laws , in 
which  he  is  faid  “ to  have  had  a particular 
“ regard  to  the  preferving  of  modejly  in  wo- 
€€  men.  Neverthelefs,  he  permitted  huf- 
t€  bands  to  lend  their  wives,  after  they  had 
“ had  children  by  them.  This  was  a kind 
“ of  temporary  divorce , in  favour  of  thofe 
€t  men  whofe  wives  were  barren ; but  the 

hufbands  ftill  continued  to  have  the  fame 
“ power  over  them,  and  could  call  them 
“ home,  or  lend  them  to  others,  as  they 
“ pleafed.”  Ant.  Univ.  Hift.  vol.  xi. 
p.  298. 

That  this  pradtice  long  continued  at  Rome , 
there  can  be  little  doubt;  for,  about  700  years 
afterwards,  we  find,  that  Cato  of  Utica  ac- 
tually gave  his  wife  Marcia  to  his  friend 
HortenJius9  and  himfelf  affifted  at  the  wed- 
ding. 

The  words  of  the  text  clearly  apply  to 
the  forbidding  fo  monftrous  a breach  of  the 
law  of  marriage,  and  apply  equally  to  poly- 
gamy as  to  monogamy . Abigail  and  Ahinoam 


Cafar  tells  us  of  the  antient  Britons — <c  Ten  or  twelve 

16  of  them  have  wives  in  common  amongft  them but 

“ every  woman’s  children  are  accounted'his,  who  firft 
“ poffeiTed  her  when  a virgin  ; fo  many  men,  having 
each  of  them  married  his  proper  wife,  afterwards 
“ agreed  upon  that  friendly  way  of  poflefling  them.” 
De  B.  G.  lib.  v.  Much  more  to  the  fame  purpofe  may 
be  found  in  Pujfendorf  \ book  vi.  c.  1.  § 15, 


were, 
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were,  with  refped:  to  David,  each  of  them 
yvvvj  sonny,  bis  wife — for  the  Holy  Ghojl  faith, 
I Sam.  xxv.  43.  they  were  both  of  them  his 
wives : and  therefore  he  was  the  ihcs  dvvjp, 
the  peculiar,  proper,  appropriated  hufband 
to  both.  If  David  had  taken  another  man  s 
wife , or  either  of  them  had  been  lent  out  or 
given  to  another  man,  this  would  have  fallen 
direftly  under  the  interdict  of  the  apojlle , 
who  here  fays  no  more  than  is  exadtly  con- 
fonant  with  the  law  of  Mofes . 

Saying  that  this  text  forbids  polygamy , be- 
caufe  the  word  wife  is  in  the  lingular  num- 
ber, is  mere  trifling ; as  much  fo,  as  contend- 
ing that  a man  is  to  love  but  one  * neighbour , 
becaufe  it  is  faid,  'Thou  fait  love  thy  neigh- 
bour as  thyfelf ; not  neighbours ; or  that  he 
fhall  keep  but  one  fervant , becaufe  it  is  faid, 

* We  meet  with  numberlefs  pafTages  in  the  feripture, 
where  the  fingular  is  not  to  be  underftood  exclufvely , 
that  is,  fo  as  not  to  include  the  plural , but  diflributively 
fo  as  to  include  it.  Witnefs  the  paifages  referred  to,  as 
alfo  the  fourth  commandment — “ Thou  {halt  do  no 
<£  manner  of  work,  thou  nor  thy  j on,  nor  thy  daughter, 
<£  nor  thy  man- fervant,  nor  thy  maid- fervant,  nor  the 
<c  Jlranger  that  is  within  thy  gates.”  Are  we  to  gather 
from  hence,  that  a man  is  to  have  but  one  fon , one  daugh- 
ter, one  man- fervant,  one  maid- fervant,  &c.  ? So  the 
ninth  commandment — “ Thou  fhaltnot  bear  falfe  wit- 
“ nefs  againft  thy  neighbour — Endlefs  are  the  exam- 
ples of  this  fort,  which  might  be  brought,  to  fhew  that, 
in  many  inftances,  the  fingular  number  cannot  be  con- 
fined to  an  exclujlve  fenfe,  but  muff,  of  neceflity,  be  ex- 
tended diflributively,  fo  as  to  include  many,  and  indeed  all 
of  the  kind  which  is  fpoken  of:  and  in  this  fenfe  the 
word  wife  mult  be  underftood,  i Cor.  vii.  2,  in  order 
to  make  the  text  harmonize  with  the  Old  Teftament. 

Rom. 
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Rom.  xiv.  4.  Who  art  thou  that  judge [l  ano- 
ther s man  s fiervant , in  the  fmgular  number, 
not  fervant s , in  the  plural : or  to  argue  for 
polygamy , becaufe  it  is  faid,  1 Cor.  vii.  29. 
they  that  have  wives,  and  not  every  one  that 
has  a wife . All  fuch  literal  or  verbal  criti- 
cifm  is  mere  word-catching , far  below  the 
dignity  of  fair  argument,  and  deferves  no- 
thing but  contempt. 

Thofe  who  reprefent  the  apojlle  as  add  re  fif- 
ing himfelf  to  Jingle  perfons,  and  adviling 
them  to  marry,  to  avoid  fornication,  make 
him  guilty  of  evident  tautology — for  the 
eighth  verfe  is  exprefily  addrefifed  to  the  un- 
married and  widows . After  wi  filing  that  all, 
like  himfelf,  could  live  unmarried  (that  they 
might  have  lefs  diftradrion  in  their  attend- 
ance on  the  fervice  of  God,  ver.  35.)  he  adds 
— but  if  they  cannot  contain  let  them  marry , 
for  it  is  better  to  marry  than  burn — 7rvpcv(rQcu, 
to  be  fired,  to  be  on  fire — (comp.  Cant . viii.  6. 
Hof.  vii.  4.)  that  is,  with  hift,  or  unchafte 
defires,  by  which  they  might  be  driven  into 
the  commiffion  of  fornication,  and  all  jnanner 
of'  uncleannefs', — -which  is,  in  effedt,  faying 
the  fame  thing  over  again,  as  iome  would 
have  him  to  fay  at  the  fecond  verfe,  the  very 
terms  of  which  fiiew  it  to  be  addrefled  to 
married  perfons  ; for  how  could  the  apojlle  fay 
to  a Jingle  man — let  him  have — lysr co,  retain 
— yvvxivLK  ecLvrv,  his  wife ; or  to  a Jingle  wo- 
man-let her  have,  i.  e.  keep  to-rev  Ihov  ccvSpci, 
her  own  husband ? The  immediate  connec- 
tion of  this  verfe  with  the  three  following 

which 
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which  can  belong  to  married  people  only , is 
another  ftrong  argument  for  the  truth  of 
this  obfervation.  Befides,  if  we  underftand 
the  Uag-cs,  every  man , and  the  g-y,  every 
•woman , to  relate  here  to  any  but  the  married 
people , it  may  feem.  to  make  the  apojile  com- 
mand every  one  to  marry , whether  they  chufe 
it  or  not,  contrary  to  ver.  7,  8.  The  word 
sKCLg-oc  is  certainly  relativey  and  muft  agree 
with  fome  mafculine  fubftantive  underftood  ; 
this  can  be,  (agreeably  to  the  reft  of  the 
verfe)  nothing  but  diwip,  which,  in  the  laft 
claufe,  muft  fignify  husband — roy  thov  avtipcc, 
her  own  husband , and  fo  in  the  four  times  it  is 
ufed  in  the  two  following  verfes.  The  word 
img'Vi  is  alfo  relative , and  muft  agree  with 
fome  feminine  fubftantive  underftood ; this 
can  be  no  other  than  yvvy,  which,  in  this 
verfe,  is  rendered  wife , and  fo  the  four  times 
it  is  ufed  in  the  following  verfes.  If  the  0Lw\p 
and  yvvvi  which  are  underfood , had  been  ren- 
dered as  they  are  uniformly  in  the  reft  of 
the  context , all  difficulty  in  underftanding, 
and  all  difputes  about,  the  apofle  s meaning 
had  been  faved,  and  the  evil  alluded  to  repro- 
bated in  as  plain  terms  as  the  apofle  intended 
it  ftiould  ; for  the  verfe  would  have  flood 
thus — Let  every  husband  (or  married  man) 
have  his  wife — yvvcui/LCL  iavTx,  the  wife  that 
belongs  to  him — and  every  wife  (or  married 
woman)  have  her  own  husband. 

When  he  addreffes  himfelf  to  fngle  per - 
fonsy  and  advifes  them  to  ?narry  to  avoid  for- 
nication (which  is  certainly  the  meaning  of 

ver. 
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I 

vci*.  9.)  he  does  not  ufe  a doubtful  * peri- 
fbrqfis , but  lpeaks  the  matter  in  the  common 
ulual  phrafe — ycqj.w&Tccaoco — let  them  marry . 
There  is  fomething  remarkable  alfo  at  the 
tenth  ahd  eleventh  verfes,  where,  in  anfwer 
to  fome  queftidns  put  to  him  in  the  Corin- 
thians letter;  probably  about  married  perfons , 
who  were  in  a date  of  feparation9  he  fays  — 
Let  not  the  wife  depart  from  her  husband , but 
if  fie  depart— \miiu  dyoifioe — let  her  remain 
unmarried . Comp.  Rom.  vii.  3.  and  1 Cor. 
vii.  39.  This  is  faid  to  be  the  command  of 
God,  ver.  10  ; how  is  it  that  it  is  not  ex- 
tended to  the  husband ? It  is  only  faid — Let 
not  the  husband  put  away  his  wife . Had  he 
conftrued  Matt.  xix.  9.  by  the  found  indead 
of  the  fenfe , he  mod  probably  would  have 
laid  of  the  husband  alfo,  [xeusito  clyaixoQ — let 
him  remain  unmarried , in  cafe  of  her  depar- 
ture, or  of  his  putting  her  away . 

But  as  thole  falfe  apoflles , deceitful  workers , 
transforming  themfelves  into  the  apojlles  of 
Christ,  2 Cor  xi.  13.  had,  by  their  erro- 
neous and  mondrous  doctrines,  faying,  “ that 
“ all  marriage  was  of  the  Devil ” (for  fuch 
was  the  dodlrine  of  the  Gnojlics ) fadly  dif- 
trelfed  the  conferences  of  weak  people,  and 
led  them  to  think,  that,  as  marriage  was  a 

Jinful  thing,  therefore  all  conjugal  inter- 

« 

* Which  Teems  not  conformable  to  the  idiom  of  the 
Greek  language  itfelf,  for  I do  not  recoiled,  that,  in  any 
Gt eek  author , any  more  than  in  the  Jcriptui'es-f  iytty 
yvv&nca.)  or  s yjtiv  arefp't,  ever  lignifies  to  ?yiarry9  or 
itands  as  a phrafe  for  yA(M/v  or  yAy.Y\^\)ya.t. 
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courie  between  married  people  muft  be  * fn~ 
ful  too,  we  find  the  apo/ile  proceeding,  ver.  3. 
to  anfwer  that  part  of  the  letter  which  related 
to  their  diftrefs  on  this  account.  But,  lo  far 
from  deeming  the  intercourfe  of  married  per- 
fons  wrong,  he  fays — “ Let  the  hufband  ren- 
“ der  unto  the  wife  due  benevolence,  ’O^f/Ac- 
*c  (lEvw  evvcioLv  (which  anfwers  to  the  rW  of 
“ Mofes , Exod.'  xxi.  10.  and  which  we  de- 
cently  render  duty  of  marriage)  and  like- 
€i  wife  the  wife  unto  the  husband . The  wife 

cc  has  not  power  over  her  own  body , fo  as  to 
“ withdraw  herfelf  entirely  from  the  con - 
jugal  debt,  but  the  husband  may,  as  a mat- 
“ ter  of  right,  have  accefs  to  her  at  all  pro- 
*€  per  times  and  feafons.  Likewife  the  huf- 
“ band  has  not  the  power  (aft  ifyetOL^si)  of  his 
“ own  body,  fo  as  to  withdraw  from  the  con- 
<c  jugal  intercourfe  with  his  wife,  but  the 
“ wife,  as  a debt  due  from  the  contrail 
“ which  the  man  is  under  to  her*  by  the 
“ very  terms  of  their  union,  has  a right  to 
“ his  fociety . 

“ Therefore,  defraud  ye  not  one  the  other — 
“ fiy  d7rcc;epeiTe  tfAAvjAouc — do  not  deprive  or 
“ wrong  each  other  in  thefe  refpedls,  under 
“ a falfe  notion  of  its  being  finful  to  come 
t€  together  as  man  and  wife.  There  may 
“ be  times,  indeed,  when  both  may  find  it 

* In  the  4th  century  there  were  a fet  of  people  who 
ceniured  matrimony , and  laid,  that  C£  wives  and  hufbands 
“ cohabiting  together  cannot  be  raved.”  Thefe  were 
condemned  by  the  council  of  Gcmgara , anno  369*  Jortiq 
Rem.  vol.  iv.  p*  4v}« 

r* 
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expedient,  and  therefore  both  confent  to 
“ feparate  for  a while ; as  on  occafion  of 
“ particular  abftinence  and  devotion  : but 
t(  let  not  even  this  exceed  the  bounds  of 
“ prudence,  left*  if  it  (hould,  Satan  fhould 
“ take  the  advantage  of  you,  and  tempt 
“ you  to  gratify,  in  an  unlawful  way,  thole 
“ deli  res  which  may  lawfully  be  fatisfied 
“ between  married  perlons.  However,  I do 
“ not  infift  upon  the  matter  of  your  parting, 
“ even  for  a feafon,  by  way  of  commandment, 
“ kcct’  STTtT&yviv,  but  by  way  of  permijjion , 
K‘  ncLTci  Gvyyvdtxviv”  See  2 Cor.  viii.  10. 

I take  the  ’O (psihoyLsvviv  ivvotccv  of  Paul  to 
anfwer  exactly  to  the  word  rW,  which  is  ren- 
dered duty  of  marriage.  This  is  mentioned 
by  Mofes  to  be  ft  ill  due  to  the  firft  wife , 
though  a man  take  a fcond.  Exod.  xxi.  10. 
Therefore  this  pafiage  of  St.  Paul  no  more 
concludes  again  ft  polygamy,  than  that  of  Mofes , 
which  actually  fuppofes  it.  The  root  roy, 
means  to  ail  upon  fotne  perfon  or  thing— and, 
in  Kaly  to  lie  with  a woman , Gen.  xxxiv.  2. 
Deut.  xxi.  14.  Dent.  xxii.  24,  29  : fo  that 
by  comparing  fcripture  with  fcripture,  we 
fhall  find  one  part  explain  the  other.  There 
is  a limilarity  of  expreffion  between  Mofes 
and  Paul , which,  I own,  makes  me  think 
that  the  latter  copied  the  fentiments  of  the 
former , upon  the  fubjefts  before  us.  Mofes 
faith  yw  nnm—her  duty  of  marriage  he 
fhall  not  withold—fubtraSl — withdraw — keep 
back  from  her.  ^ Paul  fays— let  the  husband 
render  to  the  wife  due  benevolence — ’O^Acg^v 
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E vvotctv — which  is  faying  the  fame  thing,  hi 
other  words  indeed,  but  with  the  fame  mean- 
ing. To  render  to  another  their  due,  is  not 
to  wit  bo  Id  it ; and  not  to  withold  it7  is  to  ren- 
der it.  Paul  fays,  \j:a  dxcgepsne — MoJ'es  fays 
JHJP  ft1?,  which  the  LXX  actually  tranflate  sz 
dxcgepviGEi.  This  is  the  very  identical  verb 
which  we  tranflate  defraud  not.  JH3  fignifies 
to  fubtraB  or  withdraw — to  withold  or  keep 
back ; — the  Greek  dxcgspe go  has  the  fame  mean- 
ing— fo  that  Paul  may  be  faid  to  tranflate, 
juft  as  the  LXX  have  done*  the  of  Mofes . 
The  only  flhadow  of  difference  between  the 
JewiJh  law-giver , and  the  Chrifian  apojlle , 
conflfts  in  the  explicitnefs  of  the  latter , and 
concifenefs  of  the  former . Mofes  s words 
imply  what  Paul's  declare,  and,  vice  verfd, 
Paul  declares  what  is  implied  by  Mofes . If 
the  husband  is  not  to  withold  the  marriage - 
duty  from  the  wife , this  muft  imply  that  the 
wife  is  not  to  withold  it  from  the  husband . 
There  muft  be  a parity  of  reafon  in  both 
cafes.  Neither  husband  nor  wife  can  have 
any  fuch  power  over  their  own  bodies.  This  is 
plainly  faid  by  Paul,  and,  in  con  fidence  with 
the  law  of  marriage^  muft  evidently  be 
meant  by  Mofes . For  my  own  part,  I as 
much  believe  that  Paul  had  the  doftrine  in 
Exod.  xxi.  10.  in  his  mind,  when  he  * wrote 

i / 

* On  looking  into  Pole Syn.  in  i Cor.  vii.  3.  I find 
him  of  the  fame  opinion — “ Refpexit  hie  Paulus  locum 
“ ilium.  Ex.  xxi.  10.  ibi  enim  idem  quod  hie  marito 

praecipitur.”  <c  Paul  here  looked  back  to  that  place 
cc  in  Exod.  xxi.  10.  for  there  the  fame  thing  is  com-- 
iC  manded  to  the  hufband  as  here.” 


that 
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that  part  of  the  anfvver  to  the  Corinthians 
letter,  wherein  he  folved  their  difficulties 
about  the  intercourfe  of  married  people,  as  it 
is  now  in  my  mind,  while  I am  writing  thefe 
words ; and  thus,  upon  good  authority,  even 
that  of  the  mind  of  God  as  delivered  by 
Mofes,  he  could  be  fo  peremptory  in  declar- 
ing that  J'uch  intercourfe  was  duty  on  both 
tides,  and  therefore  could  not  (as  the  Gnoftic 
dodtrine  might  have  led  them  to  fuppofe)  be 
a Jin . 

St.  Pauly  who,  before  his  conversion,  had 
j profited  in  the  jews  religion  above  many  his 
equals  in  his  own  nation , Gal . i.  14.  could 
hardly,  after  his  converfion,  be  ignorant  of 
the  law  of  Mojes ; fo  far  from  it,  he  was,  un- 
doubtedly, a moff  accompliffied  teacher  of 
it.  Witnefs  the  mafterly  manner  in  which 
he  explains  the  fenfe  and  meaning  of  the 
moral  law,  and  unfolds  the  whole  defign  of  the 
ceremonial  law.  By  the  firft,  he  demonstrated 
the  neceffity  of  the  gofpel  forfalvation — by  the 
Jecondy  he  Shewed  the  gofpel  to  have  been  one 
and  the  lame,  though  under  different  diipen- 
fations  of  it,  from  the  fall  of  Adam  to  the 
coming  of  JeJiis  ChriJL  Now  to  let  Paul, 
as  a law-giver,  in  Mojes ’ feat,  and  to  repre- 
sent him  as  condemning  that  which  was  not 
condemned  by  the  law  of  Mofes , is  to  make: 
him  ad  inconfiftently  with  lffs  own  declara- 
tion, Rom,  ni.  2 1 . Do  we  make  void  the  law 
through  faith  ? — God  forbid  ! yea— we  ejla - 
bliflo  the  law . it  is  to  make  him  tranfgrefs 
the  law,  by  defpifing  that  folemn  fandtion, 
which  equally  forbad  adding  to  it,  or  dimi- 
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mfhing  from  it ; and  to  put  him  in  much 
the  lame  fituation  with  thofe,  whether  men 
or  angels , who  preached  any  other  gofpej  than 
that  which  he  preached  > for  to  preach  any 
ether  law  than  that  which  was  given  by 
Moses,  is  as  great  an  offence  as  to  preach 
any  other  gofpel  than  that  which  came  by 
Jesus  Ch  rist.  This  we  may  learn  from, 
the  very  words  of  the  law  itfelf.  Deut.  iv.  z. 

• • 7 -.it,  , 

Xll.  32. 

Dr.  Whitby , a very  laborious  and  learned 
commentator,  in  his  comment  on— the  hus- 
band, Eit  itpvicL^ei,  hath  not  power  of  his  own 
body , &c.  fays — “ Here  is  a plain  * argument 
“ againft  polygamy  That  here  is  a plain 
argument  to  prove  that  he  fhall  not  with- 
hold the  duty  of  marriage  from  the  wife,  and 
that,  in  this  refpeft,  neither  fhall  defraud  or 
*.  withold  from  the  other,  on  proper  occafions, 
the  conjugal  debt , is  very  certain.  But  as 
what  is  here  faid,  is  founded  in  the  very  na- 
ture and  c [fence  of  the  marriage-relation , it  mud: 
equally  concern  all  that  ever  have  married, 
or  fhall  marry,  to  the  end  of  the  world,  as 

* <c  Sane  patres  Tridentini ,”  faith  one,  44  fi  adhuc  in 
44  vivis  eflent,  ipfis  immortales  agerent  gratias,  quod  a 
“ feripturis  anathematis  in  polygamos  vibrati  juftitiain 

atque  aequitatem  defenderint,  eaque  prasftiterint  quae 
44  ipii  ne  quidem  audere  volueriht.” 

44  Truly  the  fathers  of  the  council  of  Trent , if  they 
44  were  yet  alive,  would  give  immortal  thanks  to  thofe 
4€  who  fhould  defend,  out  of  the  holy  feripture,  the 
44  jufticeand  equity  of  their  curfe  brand  idled  againll  po~ 
44  lygamtfts , and  who  fhould  do  that,  which  they  them- 
~c  felves  would  not  even  dare  to  attempt.” 
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well  under  the  Old  Teftament  as  the  New 
Teftament ; it  bears  equally  hard,  if  it  he  an 
argument  againft  polygamy , on  the  man  who, 
having  one  wife,  took  another , in  the  days  of 
Mojes,  as  on  any  one  who  fhould  do  fo  at  this 
hour  (for  certainly  the  marriage- relation  muft 
always  be  the  fame)  and  will  prove  much 
more  againft  certain  dijhnguijhed  char aiders 
under  the  Old  Teftament,  than  I dare  lay  the 
author  meant  it  (hould.  For  this  we  have 
his  own  word — <s  Nor  can  I think”  (lays  he) 

“ that  Abraham , Jacob,  David,  and  other 
t€  pious  men,  would  have  had  more  wives , or 
f*  whies  and  concubines,  had  this  been  a plain 
“ violation  of  the  law  of  nature ; nor  would 
**  God  have  fo  highly  approved  of  them, 

“ had  they  lived  in  adultery  A Note  on 
Matt . xlx.  7,  8. 

When  learned  and  pious  men  find  out 
“ plain  arguments”  againft  things  which  are 
not  mentioned,  or  even  hinted  at,  in  the  text, 
it  is  a fhrewd  fign  that  * prejudice,  and  not 

judgment, 

* How  this  learned  man’s  prejudices  warred  againft  his 
judgment  (like  many  others  who  want  to  fupport  a pre- 
conceived opinion,  againft  the  truth  which  would  over- 
turn it)  may  be  feen  from  the  concefTion  he  falls  into, 
in  his  note  on  Mark  x.  11.  in  the  following  words — 
f 6 Since  to  commit  adultery  is  to  violate  the  bed  of 
another  perfon,  he  that  commits  adultery  againft  his 
<c  wife,  muft  violate  her  bed,  which  no  hufband  can  do 
<c  only  by  doing  that  which  an  hufband  lawfully  might 
do.  Since  then  a right  to  polygamy,  is  a right  to  mar- 
ry  more  wives  than  one,  he  that  hath  this  right,  can- 
fc  not  violate  the  bed  of  his  firft  wife,  by  afTuming  an- 
other  to  it.  It  therefore  muft  be  acknowledged , either 
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judgment , dictates  the  comment . The  Corin- 
thians had  a very  “ plain  argument’'  againft 
their  fears  about  married  perlons  cohabiting 
together  -y  and  if  they  compared  this  fcrip- 
ture,  ver.  3,  4,  with  what  Mofes  fo  pofitiveiy 
laid  down,  Exod.  xxi.  10.  the  polygamijts 
among  them  were  no  more  to  for  hike  the 
company  of  their  wives , fo  as  to  withold  the 
duty  oj  marriage , than  thofe  who  had  but  one 
wife  were  to  withdraw  themfelves  from  her 
fociety  in  the  fame  refpedt. 

That  there  were  many  polygarnijls  among 
the  Gentile  converts,  as  'well  as  among  the 
JewiJh , there  can  be  but  little  doubt ; lor, 
as  * Grotius  obferves — Inter  Paganos  paucce 
gentes  nna  nxore  content ce  fuerunt . — “ Among 

h ‘ “ the 

% 

<c  that  the  hufband,  under  Christ’s  inftitution,  and  by 
the  original  law  of  matrimony,  had  no  fuch  right, 
or  that*  he  that  marrieth  another  cannot,  by  that, 
<c  commit  adultery  againft  his  hr  ft  wife.”  Here  is  a fair 
issue  in  law  joined — and  muft  be  tried  by  the  law  — 
for  Christ  made  no  injhiutidn  wnatfoever  on  the  iubjeT 
of  marriage , but  only  declared , explained , and  inf  reed 
thofe  already  made  and  recorded  in  the  law  which  was 
given  by  Moses.  This  law,  like  all  other  records, 
is  to  be  tried  by  itself  — taking  the  whole  together. 

* De  Vcrit.  lib.  ii.  § 13.  So  De  Jure , lib.  ii.  cap.  5, 
§ 9.  he  fays — “ Sed  fa  apud  Gracos,  CecRops  primus, 
tefte  Atheneso , yuet v ivt  unam  feeminam  uni  ma - 

Li  rito  attribuit : quod  tamen  ne  Athenis  quidem  diu 
cc  obfervatum  Socratis  fa  aliorum  exemplo  docemur.'’ 
But  among  the  Greeks , Cecrops  JirJiy  as  Athenceus  witnef- 
Jeth , allowed  one  woman  to  one  ?nan ; which , neverthelefs , 
was  not  long  obferved , even  at  Athens,  as  we  are  taught 
by  the  example  of  Socrates  and  others . 

UaKat  yap  iiaQeurav  x.ai — EAAnm,  kai  hsfatoi,  Kelt 
*5  Tptffi,  x}  asrreiovt  yvvaiz.i  voyca  yayw  Kaja  tav]ov  guvqik&V* 
Theodoret — cited  by  Whitby , on  i Tim.  iii.  2. 

^ “ Formerly 
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4 the  Pagans , few  nations  were  content  with 
44  one  wife and  we  do  not  find  the  apoffle 
making  this  any  bar  to  church-memberfiip , 
though  he  exprefsiy  does  to  church  offices. 
See  before,  p.  It  can  hardly  be  lup- 

pofed,  that  if  polygamy  were  finful,  that  is  to 
lay,  an  offence  again  ft  the  law  of  God,  the 
great  apoffle  ffiould  be  fo  liberal  and  fo  par- 
ticular, in  his  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians , 
in  the  condemnation  of  every  other  fpe- 
cies  of  illicit  commerce  between  the  Jexesy  and 
yet  omit  this  in  the  black  catalogue,  chap, 
vi.  9,  See.  or  that  he  ffiould  not  be  as  zealous 
for  the  honour  of  the  law  of  marriage , and  of 
the  feventh  commandment , which  was  evident- 
ly to  maintain  it,  as  Ezra  was  for  that  po- 

44  Formerly  the  pews  and  Greeks  were  wont  to  he  married 
44  to  two  or  three,  and  even  more  wives  together .” 

Stanley , Hift.  of  Philofoph y,  Tit.  Socrates,  p.  53,  fay.s 
— that  4V  the  occafion  whereupon  th ^Athenians  (who  from 
44  the  time  of  Cec^ops  had  ftriStly  obferved  tingle  marriage) 

44  allowed  bigamy  in  the  time  of  Socrates , was,  that  in 
44  the  fecond  year  of  the  87th  Olympiad,  and  the  3d  of 
44  the  88th,  Athens  was  viiited  extremely  by  x\\z  pejl  ilence  y 
44  which,  attended  by  war  and  famine,  occafioned  fo  great 
44  fcarcity  of  men,  that  they  made  an  edidt,  for  any" that 
44  would,  to  take  two  wives. . Euripides  made  ufe  of  this 
44  indulgence,  and  that  Socrates  alfo  did  fo,  is  attefted  by 
44  Satyrus  the  Peripatetic  and  Miernonymus  the  Rhodian , 
44  who  recorded  the  order;  to  which  Athenaus  imputes 
44  the  filence  of  the  comic  poets  in  this  particular,  who 
44  omitted  no  grounds  of  reproach. ” 

However,  it  is  much  to  be  doubted,  whether  Cecrops 
did  any  more  than  inftitute  marriage  itfelf  among  the 
Grecians , who,  before  his  time,  lived  promifeuoufly,  and 
coupled  as  their  fancy  led  them.  See  Ant.  Univ.*  Hift. 

vol.  vi.  p.  175. After  all,  as  Cecrops  is  fuppofed  to 

have  been  cotemporary  with  AdosEs,  it  is  not  verv  pro- 
bable, that  we  fhould  meet  with  any  accounts  of  him, 
which  can  be  depended  upon. 


fitivc 
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iitive  law  of  Deut.  vii.  3,  againft:  the  marry- 
ing with  heathens . Ezra  made  the  Jews  put 
away  the  wives  which  they  had  illegally  taken, 
and  even  the  very  children  which  they  had  by 
them  j How  is  it  that  Paulx  if  polygamy  was 
finful,  did  not  make  the  Gentile  and  the  Jew- 
ish converts  put  away  every  wife>  but  the y?r/?v 
and  annul  every  polygamous  contract?  Why 
not  fay,  that  being  the  husband  of  one  wife  was 
a?  neceffary  to  the  being  a Chriflian , as  to  be 
ohofen  a Bijhop  or  Deacon  ? for  it  certainly 
was,  if  polygamy  be  Jinful . John  the  Baptijt , 
at  the  expence  of  his  liberty , and  afterwards 
of  his  life,  honeftly,  openly,  in  words  that  it 
was  out  of  the  reach  of  all  commentators  to 
fophifticate,  or  give  more  than  one  meaning 
to,  told  Herod , with  refpedl  to  Tlerodias,  his 
brother  Philip1  s wife — It  is  not  lawful for  thee 
to  have  her . But  how  could  Paul,  with  truth, 
fay  to  the  EpheJiariSy  the  Corinthians , or  any 
other  people  amongft  whom  he  miniftered— 
I have  not  Jimmied  to  declare  unto  you,  ttc/.ozv 
7V]v  (iovAyiv,  all  (the  whole)  counfel  of  G on 
—if  polygamy  were  a fin,  and  he  did  not  as 
openly  and  plainly  declare  againft:  it,  as  he  did 
againft  every  other  fleflfty  tranlgreffion  of 
God's  pure  and  holy  law?  That  he  has  no 
were  done  this,  I may  fay —res  ipfa  indicat. 

As  for  taking  a text  here  1*  y 
ing  it  from  the  context , and  the  context  itfelf 
from  the  reft  of  the  Bible  ; then  chufing  out 
a fingle  Jentence , or  word  in  a font  cnee,  this  too 
without  any  reference  to  the  original  Hebrew 
or  Greek,  and  becaufe  it  feems  to  found  that 
way,  to  make  it  a proof  of  fome  opinion  we 
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have  been  taught  to  hold  ; it  is  that  fort  of 
criticifm  which  may  make  the  fcripture  prove 
any  thing,  and  every  thing,  juft  as  fancy 
leads,  and,  in  fhort,  muft  render  the  fcrip- 
tures  themfelves  as  vague  and  indeterminate 
as  the  minds  of  men  are. 

Wetjiein,  Prol.  p.  146,  fpeaks  of  “ certain 
“ doctors — qui,  negleSta  connect  tone  contextus 
“ fieri,  fngulas  pericopas  tanquam  Jingulas  fen- 
“ ten  this,  & quafi  tot  idem  dphorifmos  conjide- 
“ rant ; ut  ita  liberius  face  phantafice  indulgere. 
“ atque  quidlibet  ex  quolibet  ejjicere  pojjint — - 
“ Who  neglecting  the  connexion  of  the 
“ facred  context,  confider  all  the  feveral  ver- 
“ fes,  as  Angle  fentences  by  themfelves,  and 
“ as  fo  many  aphorifms,  or  general  maxims, 
“ fo  that  they  may  the  more  freely  indulge 
f£  their  own  fancy,  and  make  what  they 
■ ‘ pleafe  from  what  they  pleafe.” 

Whoever  has  red  the  hiftory  of  that  re- 
nowned worthy,  Alderman  Whittington,  whofe 
biographer  tells  us  that  he  was  twice  Lord 
Mayor  of  London,  may  recoiled:  a circum- 
stance in  that  great  man’s  life,  which  affords 
an  exemplification  of  the  aptnefs  which  pof- 
felfes  the  human  mind,  to  interpret  founds 
into  that  particular fenfe  which  its  own  pre- 
judices, however  imbibed,  wifh  to  put  upon 
them.  It  is  find  that  If  hittwgton , being  an 
apprentice  in  the  city,  left  his  mailer  with 
an  intent  to  go  into  the  country.  It  be- 
ing about  the  time  of  evening,  he  fat  him- 
felf  down  fomewhere  in  the  fkirts  of  the 
town  ; his  ear  was  caught  with  the  ringing 

of 
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of  fix  bells,  he  liftened  attentively  to  them, 
’till  at  laft  he  perl'uaded  himfelf  that  they 
proclaimed  his  future  greatnefs  in  the  fol- 
lowing founds : 

1 23  4.5  6 

“ Turn  again  Whittington , 

1 2 3 4 5 6 „ 

“ Lord  Mayor  of  London.” 

He  was  fo  captivated  with  the  conceit,  that 
he  not  only  imagined  the  bells  * faid  this  to 
him,  but  that  all  who  heard  them  mull  give 
their  peal  the  fame  interpretation  ; and,  no 
doubt,  under  fuch  a prepolTeffion,  it  would 
have  been  aim  oft  impoffible  to  have  perfuaded 
him  to  the  contrary. 

So,  when  men  have  been  brought  up  undei 
the  prejudices  of  vulgar  opinion  and  common 
error,  and  have  their  minds  lvvayed  and  bi- 
ased by  long  cuftom  to  one  certain  train  ol 
thinking,  they  have  but  to  meet  with  a text 
in  feripture  which  ieems  to  echo  to  theii 
fenfe  of  things,  that  fenfe  will  immediately 
chime  in  with  the  found,  and  both  together, 
almoft  beyond  the  power  ol  conviction  to  the 
contrary,  confirm  them  ftill  more  ftrongly 
in  their  fentiments.  What  thefe  may  hap- 
pen to  be,  makes  very  little  difference 

* “ We  have  an  homely  Englilh  proverb,  which  fays 

‘1  « As  the  fool  thinks,  the  bell  clinks’  A proverb 

“ applicable,  in  our  opinion,  to  all  arguments  founded 
“ on  the  found,  and  arbitrary  meaning  of  words,  Eona. 
Review  for  1778,  p.  75. 
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whether  it  be  tranfubjiantiathn — praying  to 
faints — worfhipping  images — the  dodtrine  of 
purgatory — or,  “ though  polygamy  was  allowed 
“ under  the  law,  it  is  forbidden  under  the 
4<  S°/Pe ^ — or,  *n  ^h ort,  any  other  popular 
prejudice  : they  will  always  adt  towards 

fcripture  as  Whittington  did  with  the  bells , 
till  that  liberality  of  mind,  which  ought  to 
polfels  us,  as  the  privilege  of  thinking  and 
reafonable  beings,  opens  the  way  to  free  en- 
quiry— then,  and  not  till  then,  we  fhall  be 
noble  like  the  Bereans , Adts  xvii.  ii<  who 
would  no  longer  be  led  by  their  own  pre- 
judices, or  prejudiced  by  other  people’s  opini- 
ons, but  received  the  word  of  God  with  all 
readinefs  of  mind,  and  fearched  the  fcriptures 
daily,  whether  thofe  things  (which  they  heard 
preached  by  Paul)  were  fo.  The  fcriptures 
which  thefe  Jews  at  Berea  fearched  fo  dili- 
gently, muft  have  been  the  fcriptures  of  the 
Old  Teftament;  no  others,  if  written,  could 
then  have  come  to  their  hands ; but  they 
compared  the  New  Teftament  as  preached  by 
Paul,  with  the  Old  Teftament  of  Mofes  and 
the  prophets,  that  they  might  judge  whether 
the  things  he  declared  to  them*  were  of  divine 
authority,  anfwerable  to  former  revelations  of 
God’s  mind  and  will,  or  not.  This  is  the 
method  which  I have  endeavoured  to  obferve 
throughout  this  book,  and  which  I moft  fin- 
cerely  recommend  to  every  reader,  as  well  as 
to  every  perfon  who  wifh'es  to  know  and  to  do 
the  will  of  God.  If  once  we  detach  the 

New 
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New  Teftament  from  the  Old  Teftament, 
there  is  not  a lingle  herefy  that  will  not  find 
fomething  to  fay  for  itfelf,  perhaps  more  than 
We  may  be  able  very  eafily  to  anfwer.  But 
let  us  carry  what  we  hear  to  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment ; if  it  exadly  * tallies  with  that,  we  may 
be  fure  it  is  a right  interpretation  of  the  New 
Teftament ; if  otherwise,  it  muft  be  falfe* 
becaufe  the  mind  and  will  of  God  can  never 
vary,  difagree  with,  or  contradict  itfelf.  I do 
not  fay  thefe  things  with  regard  to  any  par- 
ticular doftrine  of  the  New  Teftament,  but 
with  refpeCt  to  the  whole. — The  doftrine  of 
a "Trinity  in  unity — the  incarnation — birth — life 
* — teaching — miracles— fuff er  in gs — death — • bu- 
rial— refur  re  El  ion — afcenfion — glorifi. cation , and 
interceffon  of  Jeffs  Chrif , together  with  the 
afpefl  thefe  things  bear  towards  the  falvation 
of  mankind,  if  only  related  in  a book,  no  An- 
gle article  of  which  was  ever  heard  or  thought 
of  for  four  t hoi f and  years  together,  would 
challenge  little  more  of  my  aflent  or  belief, 
than  the  Koran  of  Mahomet , the  Zend , or 
Zcnd-avefa  of  Confucius , or  the  Shafer  of 
the  Brdmins . But  when  I compare  thefe 
things  with  what  is  contained  in  the  Old 
Teftament,  to  which  the  New  Teftament  lo 
often  refers  for  their  truth,  I then  can  no 

* cc  Thegofpel  is  the  bell  comment  upon  the  law , and 
cc  the  lai v is  the  belt  expofitor  of  the  gofpel  : they  are 
like  a pair  of  indentures,  they  anfwer  in  every  part  : 
their  harmony  is  wonderful,  and  is  of  itfelf  a convic- ' 
<c  tion.  No  human  contrivance  could  have  reached  it/’ 

\ hefiWs  Works,  vol.  i.  p.  75. 
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fnore  fuppofe  them  to  be  falfe,  than  I caii 
fiuppole  it  pofiible  for  men  to  fee  into  futurity, 
exactly  delineate  what  is  to  happen  ages  be- 
fore it  comes  to  pafs,  and  fo  exactly,  as  that 
the  event  lhall  be  a literal  fulfilment  of  all 
that  is  foretold,  unlefs  He  who  is  perfect  in 
knowledge  hath  made  a revelation  or  diicovery 
of  things  which  no  mortal  wifdom  or  fore- 
fight could  have  ever  otherwife  been  ac- 
quainted with.  Therefore,  when  we  com- 
pare the  New  Teftament  with  the  Old  we 
may  be  affured  that  it  is  as  impoffible  to  be 
ralle,  as  that  a dozen  dice  ihould  be  thrown  the 
lame  number  for  a * million  times  running  - 
no  hazard  or  cafualty  could  bring  fuch  a 
thing  within  the  moil  acute  calculation  of 
chance;  therefore  1 conclude,  that  nothing 
.hort  of  infinite  wifdom  and  divine  contrivance 
could  ever  firft  declare , and  then  fulfil  t]le 
wondrous  things  which  are  written  in  Modes 
and  the  prophets.  When  therefore  I hear  of 
a dodtrine  as  taught  m the  New  Teftament 
I am  certain,  if  it  be  true,  it  muft  accord’ 
with  the  Icriptures  of  the  Old  Teftament 
Thither  1 carry  ,t  ; if  I find  it  does  not  ex- 
adly  tally  with  what  I find  there,  I am  cer- 
tain it  is  falfe,  and  muft  arife  from  fome  mif- 
conception,  and,  of  courfe,  fome  mifinter- 
pretation  of  the  palfage  where  it  is  fuppofed 
to  be  found.  I am  told  that  fin  is  a tranfmC 
fion  oj  the  law,  when  I hear  it  afferted  thin 
poiygamy  is finfiul,  I confult  the  law  ; if  it  fa' 
forbidden  there,  I agree  to  the  finfulnefs  of  it; 

if 
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if  not  forbidden  there,  but  f allowed > I find 
myfelf  reduced  to  this  dilemma — either  the 
aflerter  of  fuch  a propolition,  who  fays  he 
takes  it  from  the  New  Teftament,  is  mijiakeni 
which  is  probable , or  the  New  Teftament 
muft  contradict  the  law , which  is  impojible . 

With  refpeft  to  what  is  frequently  urged 
againft  polygamy  among  Chrijlians , that  “ thcf 
<<  it  was  allowed  by  the  law  of  Mofes , yet  it 
is  forbidden  by  the  law  of  C hr  if" — by  which 
Christ  is  made  a repealer  of  the  old , and  a 
giver  of  a new  law — it  fo  affedks  His  character 
as  the  Mefjiahy  as  to  render  Him,  if  it  be  true, 
not  the  perfon  which  Mofes  and  the  prophets 
reprefent  Him,  or  what  He  reprefented  Him- 
ielf  to  be.  The  difcufficn,  therefore,  of  this 
horrid  pojition  requires,  and  (hall  have,  a 
chapter  by  itfelf. 

At  prefent,  I will  advert  to  an  argument 
taken  from  the  New  Teftament,  to  prove  the 
unlawfulnefs  of  polygamy  among  Chrijlians , 
though  allowed  to  the  Jews  under  the  Old 
Teftament.  St  Paul , * fc  ph.  v.  31,  32.  and  in 

fome 

...  ' 4 

f <c  Lex  Hebrdia  omntm  fpurcitiem  inhibet , fed plures  um 

“ concedit  uxores Grotius. “ The  Jewijh  law  re- 

« {trains  all  filth inefs,  but  allows  a plurality  of  wives  to 

<e  one  man.”  , 

* That  marriage  may  be  looked  upon  in  a typical  View, 

with  refpeCt  to  the  union  of  Christ  with  the  church, 
appears  very  clearly  from  this  fcripture,  and  the  others 
referred  to—but  in  this  view  of  the  matter,  polygamy  and 
monogamy  were  equally  typical — the  former , ot  the  churchy 
as  confining  of  Jews  and  Gentiles , and  of  the  many  and 
various  individual  believers  among  them — the  latter , ot 
the  whole  company  of  believers , collectively  confidered. 
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fome  other  paflages,  reprefents  marriage  as  a 
figure  or  reprefentation  of  Chriji  and  His 
church , which  is  but  one:  whereas,  having 
more  wives  than  one  at  a time,  deftroys  the 
analogy  which  the  marriage-ftafe  bears  to 
Christ  and  His  church . In  anfwer  to  which, 
I would  afk,  If  Christ  and  His  church  were 
not  as  much  one  under  the  Old  Teftament  as 
under  the  New  Teftament?  If.  liv.  5.  Thy 
Maker  is  thine  husband y the  Lord  of  Hojls  is 
his  name ; the  God  of  the  whole  earth  fall  He 
be  called.  See  alio  Jer.  iii.  14,  20.  The  churchy 
taken  collectively , is  but  one ; but  dijiributively , 
it  confifts  of  many . Rom.  xii.  5.  We  being 
manyy  are  one  body  in  Christ — -and  r Cor. 
xii.  12.  For  as  the  body  is  one,  and  hath  many 
members , and  all  the  members  of  that  one  body 
being  many , are  one  body , fo  alfo  is  Christ. 
So  that  the  argument  againft  poly gamy , taken 
from  the  union  and  unity  of  Christ  and  His 
churchy  rather  leans  the  other  way;  unlefs, 
contrary  to  fcripture  and  fadt,  it"  could  be 
proved  that  the  church  confided  but  of  one 
member  'y  whereas  it  confifts  of  manyy  and  yet 
is  but  one  body — one  houfhold — Eph.  ii.  19. 
One  family , even  though  the  faints  in  heaven 
be  alfo  taken  into  the  account.  Eph.  iii.  1 5. 
The  bride  or  fpoufe  of  Christ  is  but  one— 
i.  e.  one  churchy  yet  every  member  of  that 
church  is  as  diftindfcly  the  fpoufe  of  Christ, 
as  really  married  to  Him  that  rofe  from  the 


as  making  but 
Comp.  Rom. 
ii.  21,  22. 
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one  body , of  which  Christ  is  the  head, 
xii.  5,  1 Cor.  xii.  2*  with  Eph.  i.  23. 


R 


dead 


t 242  3 

dead  (Rom.  vii.  4-)  as  the  whole ,ls!  co1: 
leftively  considered.  Surely  thefe  fcnptural 

illuftrations  of  the  nature  of  the  marriage- 
bond,  afford  a complete  anfwer  to  that  quef- 
tion,  “ If  a man  hath  two  -wives , how  can 
< ‘ Pq  one  fleflo  with  both — or  each  one  fejh 

“ with  him  ?”  See  Eph.  v.  30. 

We  alfo  read  not  only  of  the  church  of 
Christ  in  the  jmgular  numbei,  but  of  the 
churches  of  Christ  in  the  plural,  about  forty 
^eS  in  the  New  Teftament , which,  by  the 
way,  is  at  lead  as  conclufive  an  argument  for 
polygamy,  as  the  other  is  againft  it. 

From  the  making  Christ  and  His  church 
an  emblem  of  marriage , or  marriage  an  em- 
blem of  Christ  and  His  church,  iome  have 
looked  upon  it  as  a facr ament . There  is  cer- 
tainly an  out-ward Jign  of  {omtth'mg  fpiritml-, 
but  as  there  wants  that  which  is  eilential  y 
necetfary  to  make  it  a facrament,  which  is 
God’s  own  appointment  of  it  as  fucn,  the 
more  fcriptural  profeflors  of  Chrijhanity  re- 
ject it.  For  the  fame  reafon  I would  reject 
thofe  arguments  againft  polygamy,  which  are 
drawn  from  the  union  of  Chrijl  and  His  church, 
becaufe  God  has  no  where  eftablifhed  their 
authority,  (that  I can  find)  either  in  the  O.d 
Tefiament  or  the  New.  Thele  arguments 
would  have  been  juft  as  conclulive  under  the 
former  as  under  the  latter.  _ The  church  is 

called  the  married  wife.  If-  h'\  1.  r- 

DEEMER,  the  Lord  of  hofs,  is  called  her 
Husband,  ver.  5 ; but  never  did  Ifatah,  nor 

anv  other  of  the  prophets,  ufe  this  as  an  argu- 

■>  ment 
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ment  againft  the  polygamy  of  the  people.  If 
this  was  not  done,  or  fo  much  as  hinted  at, 
under  the  Old  Teftament,  why  are  we  to  con- 
ceive it  to  be  done  under  the  New , when  the 
fame  things  and  perfons  are  equally  repre- 
fented  under  both  ? 

Had  polygamy  been  intended  to  have  been 
condemned  under  the  New-Teftament  dif~ 
penfation,  I fhould  humbly  fuppofe  that  our 
Lord  would  have  put  the  matter  out  of 
queftion  by  words  too  plain  to  admit  of  the 
leaft  dilpute  : that  He  whofe  loins  were  girt 
about  with faithfulnefs  (If.  xi.  5.)  would  have 
been  at  leaft  a § fait  bjul  to  His  hearers  of  the 
loft  Jheep'  of  the  houfe  a/Tsrael,  to  whom  He 
was  fo  immediately  fent  (Matt.  xv.  24.)  and 
Ipoken  to  them  in  as  plain  and  unequivocal 
terms  as  fob?!  the  Baptift  did  to  Herod,  upon 
the  fubjedt  of  his  brother  Philip's  wife  ( Matt. 
xiv.  4.)  There  cannot  be  the  leaft  doubt,  that 
numbers  of  our  Lord’s  multitudes  of  hearers 
were  polygamy}  s — all  in  principle - — many  in  prac- 
tice y nor  can  it  be  doubted,  that  if  this  was 
again  ft  the  law  of  marriage , the  law  of  the 
feventh  commandment,  or  any  other  pofttive 
law  of  God,  it  mull  be  a mortal,  damnable 
* fin,  involving  the  man  as  well  as  the  woman 

in 

* S}L  dugujline,  lib.  xxii.  c.  47.  againft  Faujhis,  fays 

ot  polygamy  c c ghiando  mos  erai  crimen  non  eratF 

When  it  was  a cuftom,  it  was  no  crime. ” — How  this 
great  man  could  be  capable  of  fuch  an  abfurdity  is  afto- 
ing.  he  idea  of  a Jinjnl  affi  Jofing  its  criminality 
trom  cuftom,  or  the  frequency  of  the  commiffion  of  it, 
leaves  little  room  for  God’s  command,  Exod.  xxiii.  2. 
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in  deflrucftion  and  perdition.  Paul  could  de- 
clare openly,  that  if  a woman , living  her  hus- 
band, be  married  to  another , fhe  (hall  be  called 
an  adult erefs,  and  vouches  the  law  of  God  for 

*Thou  fijalt  not  follow  a multitude  to  do  evil . Nunc  propierea 
erimen  eji , faith  he,  quia  mos  non  eft*—* “ Now  it  is  a 
cc  crime,  becaufe  not  cuftomary.” 

St.  Chryfojlom  % account  of  the  matter  is  much  more 
confident  with  fcripture  and  common  fenfe,  when, 
fpeaking  of  Abraham  and  Hagar , he  fays — kS'i'iru  y&f 
ra.v]ct  t d\t  Kiv.uhi f\o — Thefe  things  ivere  not  then  forbidden . 
Indeed  Augujline , in  other  parts  of  his  writings,  fpeaks 
much  in  the  fame  manner.  “ There  was  (fays  he)  a 
blamelefs  cudom  of  one  man  having  many  wives — for 
“ there  are  many  things  which  at  that  time  might  b« 
iC  done  in  a way  of  duty , which  now  cannot  be  done  but 
<c  licentioufy — becaufe,  for  the  fake  of  multiplying  pofte- 
rity,  no  law  forbad  a plurality  of  wives,”  See  Grot, 
de  Jur.  vol.  i.  p.  268.  note  h. 

St,  Aufiin , like  others  of  the  fathers,  feem  to  have  fup- 
pofed  that  the  command,  Be  fruitful  and  multiply — and 
the  allowance  of  polygamy , Sis  a means  of  fulfilling  it, 
went  hand  in  hand  together  that  as  that  command — 
“ Ratione  multitudinis  liberorum,  pertinuit  ad  tempora 
ante  Christum  *.  non  ad  nos  qui  alio  vivimus  aevo — 
<c  quia  hodie,  repleto  mundo,  non  tarn  necefiarium  fit 
<c  quam  olim — mundum  non  defiderare  illud  crefcite  id 
“ multiplieamini ” — therefore  the  allowance  of  polygamy 
ceafed  with  the  neceflity  of  the  command  which  it  accom- 
panied. 

Thus,  as  is  ufual,  one  abfurdity  begat  another.  Thole 
who  could  be  perfuaded,  that  the  command  for  the  pro- 
pagation of  the  human  fpecies  was  only  obligatory  on 
former  ages,  might  veiy  confidently  fuppofe,  that  even 
marriage  itfelf  had  very  little  to  do  with  Chrijlians , and 
that  therefore  polygamy  became  an  evil , which  they  al-s 
lowed  to  have  been  a lawful  thing,  and  even  duty , in  times 
pad.  Such  are  the  ypcLaJ.zts  yvQat — the  ar.iles  fabella — 
the  old  women' s Jlories — which  the  fathers  told,  till  they 
believed  them,  and,  on  their  authority,  they  are  believed 
.to  this  hour  ! 
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his  authority,  Rom . vii.  i,  2,  3.  How  is  it 
that  Christ  did  not  openly  fay  the  fame 
thing  on  the  part  of  the  man  ? — Becaufe,  if 
He  had.  He  could  not  have  vouched  the  law  of 
God  for  his  authority  ; and  for  the  fame  rea- 
fon,  that  he  could  not  Jay  it,  he  could  not 
think  it,  for  God’s  law  was  within  his  hearty 
Pf.  xl.  8.  and  no  thought  could  ever  be  in  the 
pure  and  perfeSi  heart  of  Christ,  but  what 
was  exadlly  conformable,  in  all  things , to  the 
pure  and  perfeB  law  of  God  Let  us  then 
carry  what  our  Lord  faith  againft  divorce y 
Matt,  xix  9.  to  the  law  and  to  the  tefimony , 
and  it  can  no  more  conclude  againft  polygamy , 
limply  confidered,  than  it  concludes  againft 
bigamy , or  a man’s  marrying  a fecond  wife  after 
the  death  of  his  firjly  and  being  twice  married • 
Some  of  the  primitive  fathers  cited  it,  to 
prove  that  every  fecond  marriage  was  adultery  , 
but  here  their  learned  and  pious  advocate> 
Dr.  Cavey  does  allow,  that  “ they  itretched 
“ the  firing  till  it  cracked  again.” 

I might  alio  obferve*  that,  if  polygamy  was 
a fin,  and  even  a national  fin,  an  epidemical 
tranfgreffion  of  the  law  of  God,  it  is  very 
extraordinary  tnat  our  Lord  s fore-runner , 
John  the  Raptify  who  came  to  preach  repent — 
ancey  fhould  not  mention,  nor  even  hint  at 
it  j for  his  commiflion  ran  thus — Lukei.  17, 
To  turn  the  hearts  of  the  fathers  unto  the 
children , the  difobedient  to  the  ‘wifdom  of  the 
juf  ■,  to  make  ready  a people  prepared  for  the 
Cord.  It  is  faid  of  him.  Matt.  xvii.  u. 
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that  he  fhould  rejlore  or  reform  (xTomrXgvfie i) 
all  things. 

No  man  could  have  a fairer  opportunity 
to  bear  his  teftimony  againft  a national  fin., 
than  the  Baptift  had ; for  it  is  faid  (Matt, 
iii.  5.)  ‘Then  went  out  to  him  Jerufalem,  and  all 
Judea,  and  all  the  region  round  about  Jordan  ; 
and  among  the  numbers  who  were  baptized  of 
• him  in  Jordan,  conf effing  their  fins  (ver.  6.) 
there  were  many  harlots  (chap.  xxi.  32.)  So 
that  it  is  evident  he  did  not  fpare  to  inveigh 
mod  fharply  againft  the  fin  of  flefhly  unclean- 
nefs ; had  polygamy  been  of  this  kind,  he 
doubt  lei's  would  have  preached  againft  it, 
which,  if  he  had,  fome  trace  would  moft  pro- 
bably have  been  left  of  it,  as  there  is  of  his 
preaching  againft  the  fin  of  whoredom,  by  the 
harlots  (hi  * Tropm)  being  faid  to  believe  on  him-, 
which  they  certainly  would  not  have  done, 
any  more  than  the  Scribes  ssn&Pharifees  (Matt, 
xxi.  32.)  if  the  preacher  had  not  awakened 
them  to  a deep  and  real  fenfe  of  their  guilt, 
bv  fetting  forth  the  heinoufnefs  of  their  fin. 
He  exerted  his  eloquence  alfo  againft  public 
grievances,  fuch  as  the  extortion  of  the  public 
officers  of  the  revenue — Text  publicans — Tstccoxt 

tax-gatherers — likewile  againft  the  oppref- 

five  methods  ufed  by  the  foldiery ^ who  made 
it  a cuftom  either  to  take  people  s goods  by 
violence,  or  to  defraud  them  of  their  property, 

* The  word  nofvtu  may  fignify  lewd  w.omen  of  all 
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by  extorting  it  under  the  terror  of falfe  accufa- 
tion.  Theie  were  public  grievances,  a gain  ft 
which  the  Baptijl  bore  fo  open  a teflimony, 
that  the  publicans  and  J'oldiers  came  to  him, 
faying — IV hat  jhall  we  do  This  being  Tie 
cafe,  is  it  conceivable  that  a man  of  the  Bap - 
tipi  s character,  who  was  fo  zealous  foi  the  ho- 
nour of  the  law,  as  to  reprove  even  a king  to 
his  face  for  adultery , fhould  fufter,  if  polygamy 
be  adultery , a whole  nation , as  it  were,  of 
public  adulterers , to  hand  before  him,  and  not 
bear  the  lead;  teftimony  againft  them  ? I do 
not  fay  this  is  a conclufive , but  it  is  furely  a 
very  ftrong  prefumptive  argument,  that  in  tne 
Baptijl' s views  of  the  matter,  polygamy,  whore- 
dom, and  adultery  were  by  no  means  the  fame 
thing. 

Having  finished,  for  the  prefent,  what  I 
had  to  fay  on  the  fub  ject  of  polygamy , as  fup- 
pofed  to  be  condemned  by  the  New  Te {la- 
ment, I muft  return  back  to  the  Old  T eftament, 
to  fhew  that  polygamy  was  not  only  allowed 
in  all  cafes,  but  in  fome  commanded . The  fir  ft 

inftance  of  this  which  I fhall  mention,  is 
with  refpedt  to  the  law,  Deut.  xxv.  5 — 10. 
If  brethren  dwell  * together,  and  one  of  them  die , 
and  have  no  child,  the  wife  of  the  dead  fall  not 
marry  without  unto  a ftr anger : her  hufiand's 
brother  Jhall  go  in  unto  her,  and  take  her  to  him 
to  wif  e,  and  perjorm  the  duty  oj  an  huf  end's 

* They  are  faid  to  dwell  together , not  only  who  were 
in  the  fame  family , but  in  the  fame  country . Gen.  xiii. 
5,  6. 
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brother  unto  her . And  it  jhall  be  that  the  firjl - 
born  which  fhe  beareth , Jhall Jucceed  in  the  name 
of  his  brother  which  is  dead , that  his  name  be  not 
put  out  of  IJraef  &c. 

Th  is  law  muft  certainly  be  looked  upon  as 
an  exception  from  the  general  law  (Lev, 
xviii.  1 6.)  and  the  reafon  of  it  appears  in  the 
law  itfelf,  viz.  “ To  preferve  inheritances  in 
“ the  families  to  which  they  belonged.” 
Therefore  all  lands  which  had  been  mort- 
gaged, were  to  return  back  to  the  owner  at 
the  year  of  jubilee . See  Lev.  xxv.  25,  28. 
See  alfo  a fpecial  provifion  againft  the  aliena- 
tion of  lands  from  the  tribe  to  which  they  be- 
longed, Numb,  xxxvi.  2 — 9.  This  was  of 
the  utmoft  confequence  in  the  defigns  of  Pro- 
vidence refpetding  the  Messiah,  who  fe  gene- 
alogy, with  refpedt  to  his  being  of  the  Jeed  of 
Abraham — the  tribe  of  Judah — the  family  of 
'David,  was  not  more  afcertained  by  his  lineal 
defcent,  than  by  the  prefervation  of  Bethlehem 
Ephrafa  in  the  tribe  of  Judah , and  family  oj ' 
David.  By  which  it  came  to  pafs,  that 
the  prophecy  concerning  the  very  place  of 
the  Messiah’s  birth  was  literally  fulfilled 
(Comp.  Mic.  v.  2.  with  Matt.  ii.  4,  5,  6, 
and  Luke  ii.  3,  4,  5,  6,  7.)  The  JewiJh  * doc- 
tors, as  Mr.  S el  den , in  his  Uxor  Uccbraica , and 

others  after  him,  obferve,  made  feveral  ex- 

‘ * ‘ ! 1 ' 1 ! :'■■■/  ' * ' 

t •*»  * • 

* Their  comments  on  the  Old  Tejlament  are  about  as 
much  to  be  depended  upon,  in  general,  as  the  Popijb 
comments  upon  the  New.  See  Fulk  on  Rhemijh  Tejla - 

went  — per  tot.  : v‘ 

* « 
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ceptions  to  this  law ; but  as  the  text  makes 
none , I know  not  that  we  are  warranted  in 
making  any . Bifhop  Burnet  Teems  to  have 
had  a right  view  of  the  matter,  in  his  obferva- 
tion  on  the  generality  of  this  law.  His 
words  are — “ Yea,  polygamy  was  made,  in 
" fome  cafes,  a duty  by  Mojes’s  law ; when 
" any  died  without  ilfue,  his  brother,  or 
" neared  kinfman,  was  to  marry  his  wife, 
" for  raifing  up  feed  to  him ; and  all  were 
" obliged  to  obey  this,  under  the  hazard  of 
" infamy  if  they  refufed ; neither  is  there 
“ any  exceptions  made  for  fuch  as  were  mar- 
“ ried ; from  whence  I may  faithfully  con- 
ic  elude,  that  what  God  made  mcejjary  in 
“ fome  cafes,  to  any  degree,  can  in  no  cafe 
“ be  Jinful  in  itfelj \ fince  God  is  holy  in  all 
“ his  ways.  And  thus  far  it  appears  that 
“ polygamy  is  not  contrary  to  the  law  and 
€t  nature  of  marriage. ” 

I am  indebted  for  the  above  quotation  to 
the  * before-mentioned  reverend  Deans  book 
on  polygamy , wherein  the  Dean  feems  a little 
comforted  by  the  Bijhop' s having  faid,  that 
“ he  was  at  a didance  from  his  books  and 
“ papers,  when  he  gave  his  opinion  on  this 
“ point.”—"  This,”  adds  he,  " was  the  bed; 
“ excufe  that  could  be  given  for  fo  rafh  a 
“ decilion,  which  it  would  have  been  for 
■ c the  honour  o i his  reading  to  have  re- 
tc  traded,  and  which,  I fincerely  v/i£h  he 

* See  before,  p.  116. 
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“ had  retraced,  when'  he  returned  to  his 
“ books.” 

The  good  Dean,  in  his  zeal  againft  poly- 
gamy , don't  give  himfelf  time  to  confider 
the  foundnefs  of  the  learned  prelate's  opi- 
nion. 

As  there  was  no  law  againft polygamy,  there 
was  nothing  to  exempt  a married  man  from 
the  obligation  of  marrying  his  brother  s wi- 
dow on  this  account  ; for  if  fo,  things  might 
have  been  fo  fituated,  that  Bethlehem  might 
have  gone  away  into  feme  other  family  than 
that  of  David,  into  fome  other  tribe  than 
that  of  Judah,  and,  of  courfe,  Jofeph  and  his 
wife  Mary  have  gone  elfewhere  to  be  taxed  , 
for  this  might  evidently  have  been  the  confe- 
quence  of  the  widow  and  the  inheritance  going 
into  the  hands  of  a fir  anger.  But  God  fays 
—Dbe  wife  of  the  dead  fhall  not  marry  without 
unto  a fir  anger — her  hufband's  brother  fhall  go 
in  unto  hery  &c.  Here  is  a negative  claufe, 
pofitively  declaring  whom  fhe  fhall  not  mar- 
ry, and  an  affirmative  claufe,  as  pofitively  de- 
claring whom  die  fhall.  Now  let  us  fup- 
pofe,  that  not  only  the  furviving  brother , 
but  all  the  near  kinfmen , to  whom  the  mar- 
riage of  the  widow,  and  the  redemption  of 
the  inheritance  belonged,  were  married  mtn> 
if  that  exempted  them  from  the  obligation 
of  this  law — as  they  could  not  redeem  the  in- 
heritance, unlefs  they  married  the  widow 
(Ruth  iv.  5.) — the  end  of  this  important 
law  muft  in  many  cafes  be  defeated — the  wi- 
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dow  be  tempted  to  marry  a ftranger — to  put 
herfelf  and  the  inheritance  into  his  hands— 
and  the  whole  reafon  affigned  for  the  law  it- 
felf,  that  of  racing  up  feed  to  the  deceafed,  to 
preferve  the  inheritance  in  his  family,  that 
his  name  be  not  put  out  of  I frael — fall  to  the 
ground.  For  which  weighty  reafon s,  as 
there  was  evidently  no  law  againft  polygamy , 
there  could  be  no  exemption  of  a man  from 
the  pofitive  duty  of  this  law  becaufe  he  was 
married.  As  we  fay — ubi  eadem  ratio  ibi  idem 
jus . 

But  the  learned  Dean , in  order  to  over- 
throw all  the  Bifop’s  reafoning  on  the  fub- 
jedt,  obferves  from  Seldens  Ux.  Heb.  that 
“ the  Chaldee  paraphrad,  the  Midrajh , and 
<c  Jofephus , agree,  that  this  was  the  reafon 
cc  why  Mahlon  s next  kinfman  refufed  to  re- 
“ deem  Ruth , his  widow,  viz. — Becaufe  it 
<e  was  not  lawful  for  him  to  marry  her , having 
<(  a wife  of  his  own,"  That  people  fliould  in- 
vent reafons  for  men’s  adtions,  where  none 
are  given,  is  not  fo  lurprizing  as  overlooking 
the  reafons  that  are  given,  and  fubftituting 
others  which  do  not  appear  to  be  fo  much  as 
thought  of  by  the  parties  themfelves.  This 
is  the  cafe  here — Mahlon  s next  kinfman  is 
applied  to,  as  by  law  he  ought  to  have  been, 
to  buy  Mahlon  s inheritance,  and  to  marry 
Ruth  his  widow : his  anfwer  is  neither  more 
nor  lels  than  this — <c  I cannot  redeem  it  for 
“ my lelr,  left  I mar  my  own  inheritance .” — 
How  thefe  words  relate  to  the  lawfulnefs  or 

unlawfulnefs 
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unlawfulnefs  of  the  matter,  was  referved  for 
the  ingenuity  of  modern  interpreters  to 
make  out — that  they  may,  and  moil  probably 
do,  relate  to  the  expediency  or  inexpediency  of 
fuch  a ftep,  the  kinfman  s prefent  circum- 
flances  coniidered,  may  be  eafily  inferred 
from  the  words  of  the  reafon  given.  The 
kinfman  might  be  married,  perhaps  have  many 
children,  and  but  a fmall  provision  for  them 
— therefore,  when  he  hears  of  not  only  dif- 
burfing  the  redemption-price  for  Mahlons 
parcel  of  land,  but  that  this  could  not  be 
done,  without  marrying  a very  poor  young 
woman,  by  whom  he  might  have  another  nu- 
merous family  of  children,  which  he  could 
not  maintain,  educate,  or  provide  for,  out  of 
the  fmall  parcel  of  land  which  was  * Elime- 
lech' s,  but  muft  diminifh  his  own  inherit- 
ance of  which  he  was  poffeffed,  to  the  da- 
mage of  his  other  family,  he  prudently  de- 
clines the  kinfman  s part — left,  faid  he,  I mar 
mine  own  inheritance . Such  a fenfe  as  this 
the  words  will  mod  certainly  bear ; but  as 
to  their  meaning  that  the  man  would  not 
marry  Ruth — “ becaufe  it  was  not  lawful 
ic  for  him  to  marry  her,  having  a wife  of  his 
<<  own ” — it  is  a conceit,  fetched  even  farther 
than,  one  would  think,  the  utmoft  unfair- 
nefs  q{  prejudice  itfelf  could  reach. 

* Elimelecb  was  the  father  of  Mahhn ; therefore  the 
land  is  called  Elimelecb' s,  it  defcending  to  Mahlon  from 
him. 
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Since  I wrote  the  above,  I have  looked 
into  Bijhop  Patrick , on  Ruth  iv.  6.  who  men- 
tions the  pafiage  alluded  to  in  the  Chaldee 
paraphrafl , and  the  Mi  drafts ; and  fo  far  from 
their  appearing  to  fay  what  the  Dean  would 
make  them,  there  is  not  a word  of  any  fuch 
thing;  they  put  quite  a different  fenfe  upon 
the  words.  As  for  Jofephus , I would  almoft 
venture  to  affirm,  without  looking  into  the 
book,  that  he  cannot  fo  groffly  contradict 
himfelf ; for  when  he  is  writing  that  part  of 
the  Hijiory  of  David , where  he  fpeaks  of  his 
polygamy , he  fays — Sovtc;  Is  d urco  ji  cut  yuv&niots 
cl;  hw.cuMY.cii  vcixtfiM  v\yciysTo  — (God)  “giving 
“ him  wives , which  he  jujlly  and  lawfully 
“ married However,  having  confulted 
Jofephus  on  the  fubjeCt,  I find  no  fuch  reafon 
affigned  by  the  kinjman , for  refilling  to  re- 
deem Mahlon  s land,  and  to  marrv  his  wi- 
dow’, as  the  Dean  afferts. — Jofephus , Antiq. 
lib.  ix.  c.  r.  § 4.  fpeaking  of  the  kinfmans 
refufal,  fays,  that  he  rejected  the  offer — 
’Eivat  Ss  j toil  yvvcuwcL  hsyuv  dvra  kcli  7tcuScl;  vjJj-p 
“ Saying,  he  had  already  a wife  and  chil- 
t€  dren  {*  but  not  a word  that  it  was  “ un - 
“ lawful  to  marry  another  woman  P Not 
that  Jofephus  reprefen ts  the  matter  as  the 
Bible  does,  any  more  than  the  learned  Dean 
rightly  reprefents  the  fentiments  of  Jofephus . 
It  might  not  be  expedient  for  the  kinjman  to 
marry  Ruth , as  he  was  circumfianced  ; but 
this  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  lawfulnefs  or 
unlawfulnefs  of  the  matter,  with  refpeCt  to 
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the  law  of  God.  Lawfulnefs  and  expediency 
are  very  diftindf  and  different  confiderations. 
See  i Con  vi.  12.  1 Cor.  x.  23  . As  for  Mr. 
Selden , he,  in  the  very  paffage  whhh  the 
Dean  quotes,  refolves  the  kinjmari s refufal  to 
marry  Ruth  into  a matter  of  prudence , and 
that  for  much  the  fame  reafons  which  I have 
affigned  above. 

The  law  itfelf  on  which  we  have  been  dif- 
courfing,  was  only  a local  and  temporary  infti- 
tution,  and,  in  the  very  nature  of  it,  could 
only  concern  the  Jews , and  that  only  with 
regard  to  their  peculiar  fituation  before  the 
coming  of  the  MeJJiah , when  fo  much  de- 
pended on  the  clearnefs  of  family  defeent  and 
inheritance . It  is  obfervable  that  this  law, 
though  not  reduced  to  writing  and  pub- 
lifhed  till  the  time  of  Mofes , yet  exified 
among  the  patriarchs , as  we  learn  from  Gen^ 
xxxviii.  8. 

I now  fhall  obferve  on  fome  laws  of  more 
extenfive  import,  the  obligation  of  which 
muff  concern  every  man , and  that  at  all  times 
and  places,  becaufe  the  evident  purpofe  for 
which  they  were  ordained,  and  the  reafons 
on  which  they  are  apparently  founded,  muff 
equally  concern  all  mankind.  The  laws  I 
mean,  are  thofe  already  fpoken  of,  as  made 
for  the  prefervation  or  the  female  fex  from 
ruin  and  profit ution , by  compelling  every 
man  to  marry  the  virgin  he  lies  with . The 
firft  of  them  is  to  be  found  Exod.  xxii.  16; 
the  other  Dent.  xxii.  28,  29.  Thefe  laws 
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muft  in  fome  cafes  * command  polygamy,  and 
therefore,  in  fuch  cafes,  make  it  a duty  ; for 
they  are  fo  framed  as  to  admit  of  no  other 
conftruftion,  confidently  with  the  terms  in 
which  Mofcs  hath  recorded  them.  The 
terms  in  which  thefe  laws  are  ena&ed,  with 
refpedt  to  the  men  /educing  or  taking  virgins, 
&c.  are  as  indefinite  as  words  can  poffibly  be  : 
If  a man , fays  our  tranflation. — This  mud, 
ex  vi  termini , mean  any  man  whatsoever,  be 
his  fituation  what  it  may — which  is  ex- 
actly the  fenfe  of  the  Hebrew  tPW  O — As  the 
right  understanding  of  this  compreheniive 
and  unlimited  word  is  of  the  utmoft 
importance  to  the  point  in  queftion,  I will 
lay  a full  and  clear  explanation  of  it  before 
the  reader. 


I 


“ This  word  has  no  relation  to  kind  or 
“ fpeciesy  though,  according  to  its  dif- 
“ ferent  genders,  it  has  to  Jex ; but  is 
“ applied  to  almoft  any  diftindt  being 
“ or  thing ; as,  for  in  dance,  to  man. 
“ &c.”  See  ParkhurJV s Heb.  Lex. 
fub  voc.  rw*  — “ which, ” faith  he, 
“ denotes  exijience,  fubfijlence,  reality.” 


* Luther,  de  Digam.  Epifcoporum,  § 65,  fays — 
cc  Kota  funt  jura  Mofaica  de  fratris  defuntti  uxore , id 
Ci  filia  corrupta  invito  patre,  qua  cogunt  plurium  uxorum 
<c  ejjfe  VirumK — 4 4 The  Mofaic  laws  concerning  the 
“ wife  of  a aeceafed  brother,  and  concerning  a daugh- 
ter  defiled  ao-ainft  the  father’s  confent,  are  well 
<c  known,  which  compel  a man  to  have  a plurality  of 
tC  wives." 

I will 


i 256  ] 

I will  next  fubjoin  the  interpretation  of 
Calafio,  who,  in  his  valuable  Hebrew  Con- 
cordance, gives  us  fome  hundreds  of  texts  in 
which  this  word  occurs. 

<c  Perfona,  creatura — -nomen  general  e 
“ quod  effentiam  rei  non  diftinguit” 
— A p erf  on,  a creature — a general  name, 
which  doth  not  diftinguijh  the  effence  of 
the  thing  Jpoken  of 

16  Homo  generaliter  compleftens  maf- 
“ culum  & foeminam.”  Man  gene- 
rally, including  male  and  female . 

gJ'N tc  Quis — quilibet — aliquis — unufquifque 
cc  — quifque — alter.”  — Who  — whom- 
ever— any  one  — * every  one — * every 
man — any  other — 
t€  unus  ullus” 
fome  one  any  one . 

€€  Sexus  mafculus  in  qualibet  animan- 
“ tium  fpecie”  cum  “ mentio  fcemi- 
€t  nx  additur.”  Ut  Gen.  vii.  2.  (xxiv. 
16.)  The  male  sex  in  any  fpecies 
of  anhnals  where  the  female  is  alfo  men- 
tioned. 

<c  Vir — maritus — fi  cum  uxore  confe- 
“ ratur.”  Gen.  iii.  6.  An  husband, 
a married  man,  where  joined  with 

WIFE. 

* Thus  it  is  rendered,  Job.  xlii.  it. 

The 
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The  reader  has  now  before  him  the  mean-* 
ing  of  the  word  wherefoever  it  may  be 
uied,  as  applicable  to,  or  fignificarit  of,  man- 
kind ; and  by  this  may  fee  the  ufe  of  it 
throughout  the  Bible  where  man  is  mentioned. 
He  may  alio  fee  that  the  phrafe  *3 — If  a 

man,  &c.  fo  far  from  carrying  any  exception 
with  it,  as  to  a man’s  fituation  of  being  married 
ox  unmarried,  excludes  all  exception  whatfoever 
wherever  we  meet  with  it ; therefore  as  much 
in  the  texts  of  Exodus  and  Deuteronomy  as 
elfewhere.  Let  the  reader  take  the  Hebrew, 
or  even  the  Eng  If  concordance,  and  try  the 
experiment : he  will  find  that  *3  in  He - 
brew,  and  If  any  man  in  Englijh,  are  in  the 
fcriptures,  as  in  every  other  book  I ever  met 
with,  as  indefinite  as  words  can  be,  with  re- 
lation to  the  fubjeft  in  queftion. 

But  if  no  exception  as  to  the  fituation  of  the 
man  is  exprefjed , is  it  not  implied ? — So  far 
from  that,  the  Holy  Ghofi  (in  this  paflage 
particularly)  has  demonftrably  guarded  againfl 
any  fuch  implication,  and  this  by  adding  the 
words  not  betrothed  to  the  defcription  of  the 
virgin  or  damfel,  which  is  done  in  both  places. 
Exp?  ejjio  unins  efi  exclufio  alt  emus  — the  exprefjing 
an  exception  with  regard  to  the  woman , but 
none  with  refpeft  to  the  man,  proves,  as  far 
as  the  founded:  rules  of  conftrudtion  of  all  laws 
can  prove,  that  none  was  intended. 

Had  any  reftriftion  of  this  law  with  regard 
to.  the fituation  of  the  man  been  intended,  it 
might  ealily  have  been  expreffed,  by  only  add- 

Vol.I.  S ing 
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Ing  fome  rcflridlive  expreffion  or  * epithet 
to  the  defcription  of  the  man  as  to  that  of  the 
damfel.  But,  inftead  of  any  thing  of  this  fort, 
we  find  the  indefinite  tPW  ; and  therefore  our 
tranflators  have  rightly  rendered  it  a man  in- 
definitely;— fothe  LXX — eav  rig — but  if  any 

man  ; — the  Latin— fi  vir — if  a man  ; — the 
French  of  D.  Martin — f quelquun — if  any  one . 
Though  all  the  tranflators  of  the  Bible  which 
I have  met  with,  have  modeftly,  humbly,  and 
faithfully  reprefented  the  mind  of  God  as  He 
has  been  pleafed  to  reveal  it,  yet  fome  ex- 
pofitors  have  ventured  to  interpret  O — 

if  a man — by — If  an  unmarried  man — thus 

* The  reflriCtive  defcription  of  the  damfel  is  N? 

— non  defponfata — not  betrothed.  But  no  EHN  is  added  to 
the  defcription  of  the  man.  And  it  is  very  remarkable, 
that  though  betrothing  is  ufed  fo  often  in  the  Bible , it  al- 
ways relates  to  th t woman,  never  to  the  man , as  the  perfon 
betrothed . The  man  is  faid  to  betroth  a woman , as  Deut. 
xxviii.  30.  Deut.  xx.  7.  5c  al. — fo  when  betrothing  is 
figuratively  ufed,  as  Hof.  ii.  19,  20.  But  in  neither 
fenfe  is  it  once  ufed  in  all  the  feriptures  pafifively  on  the 
man  s fide. 

This  diftin&ion  is  alfo  maintained  in  the  New  Telia- 
ment.  See  Matt.  i.  18.  Luke  i.  27  ; ii.  5.  2 Cor.  xi.  2. 
This  can  make  no  difference  with  regard  to  divorce  ; 
but  it  feems  to  make  a confiderable  one  in  certain  other 
refpe&s. 

Agreeably  to  the  above  remarks,  Gronovius  on  Grot,  de 
Jure.  lib.  ii.  c.  5.  § 8.  n.  20.  obferves,  that  where  Gro- 
tius  fpeaks  of  the  woman’s  contracting  herfelf  to  the  man, 
there  is  tacitly  implied,  that  the  contract  on  the  man’s 
4C  fide  is  not  by  nature , but  from  pofitive  injl'ztittion .” 
See  before,  p.  22.  n.  This  muff  mean  human  infiituti on , 
for  there  is  no  trace  of  fuch  a thing  in  the  Bible , as  the 
confinement  of  the  word  to  the  fide  of  the  woman 
fufficiently  demonftrates. 

n corrupting 
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corrupting  the  paflage  by  an  interpolation, 
not  only  unwarranted  by  the  Hebrew  text , 
but  by  every  tranflation  of  it  extant.  This 
method  of  interpreting  fcripture,  not  by 
fcripture,  but  by  our  own  prejudiced  imagi- 
nations, is  making  the  word  of  God  to  mean 
any  thing  and  every  thing  which  fancy  may 
invent;  and  rendering  it- — inftead  of  a Jure 
word  of  prophecy , to  the  which  we  do  well  to  take 
heed , as  unto  a light  that  Jhineth  in  a dark  place , 
2Pet.i.  19 — a fort  of  ignis faiuus , by  no  means 
to  be  depended  on  for  a diredor  and  guide,  in 
fo  awful  a concern  as  therein  is  propofed  to 
every  man  to  whom  that  word  (hall  come. 

The  only  fhadow  of  excufe  for  fuch  an  in- 
terpretation, or  rather  corruption  of  the  paf- 
fages  above  mentioned,  is  the  being  able  to 
produce  fome  poftive  law  againft  a man's 
having  more  wives  than  one  at  a time ; and 
then,  in  order  to  make  God's  laws  agree  to- 
gether, it  may  be  thought  reafonable  to  re- 
train the  indefinite  expreffion  *3 — if  a 

wan,  in  Exodus  and  Deuteronomy , to  unmarried 
inen  only . But  as  the  firfl  is  impoffible,  the 
fecond  is  without,  and  indeed  againft,  all  au- 
thority from  the  law  of  God;  for  that  it  al- 
lowed polygamy , is  juft  as  clear  as  that  it 
allowed  marriage . Therefore  the  confequence 
is,  that  the  expreffion  in  queltion  being 
general , without  limitation  or  exception  with 
refped  to  the  fituation  of  the  man,  as  married 
or  unmarried , it  muft  in  fome  cafes  command 
polygamy , and  therefore  make  it  a duty . This 
confequence  muft  be  allowed,  if  we  let  fcrip- 
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ture  fpeak  for  itfelf ; it  could  not  be  avoided 
by  any  otber  means  tban  a man  s refraining 
entirely  from  the  other  fex,  or,  if  he  married, 
contenting  himfelf  with  one  wife.  If  a man 
went  farther  than  this,  he  mult  take  the  con- 
fequence. — But  as  God  would  not  fuffer  a 
whore  of  the  daughters  of  Ifrael,  fo  he  made 
thefe  laws  to  prevent  their  being  expofed  to 
proftitution  by  men’s  taking  them,  and  then 
putting  them  away.  This  was  juft  as  likely 
to  be  the  cafe  where  married  men  were  con- 
cerned, as  where  others  were  ; therefore  poft- 
tively  forbidden  as  to  bo  to  alike.  _ 

That  there  were  fome  ingredients  in  thele 
laws,  of  the  ceremonial , local,  or  temporary 
kind— as  the  payment  ol  the  fifty  Jbekets  . o the 
father — we  do  not  deny  ; but  that  the  morality 
of  thefe  laws  mu  ft  furvive  as  long  as  morality 
itfelf  exifts,  is  as  clear,  as  that  expofing  a 
woman  to  proftitution  and  ruin  muft  at  a 
times  be  equally  hateful  in  the  fight  of  God 
and  therefore  at  all  times  equally  provided 
againft  by  thefe  humane  and  ialutary  laws. 

° In  confirmation  of  what  is  here  laid,  I 
would  lay  it  down  as  a rule  in  all  cafes,  that 
wherever  a moral  intendment  appears  to  be  in- 
volved in  the  words  of  a ritual,  ceremonial,  or 
/oai/and  temporary  inftitution,  there,  mou^ 1 
the  letter  of  the  law  itfelf  can  have  no  p ace 
among  us,  yet  the  fpirit  and  moral  ^tmmn 
muft  furvive  as  long  as  the  world  endures. 
For  inftance,  it  is  written.  Detit.  xxv.  4.  J u 
Jhalt  not  muzzle  the  ox  when  he  trea deth  out 
the  corn.  By  this  we  muft  mppofe,  that,  it 
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was  tiie  ctiilom  in  thofe  days,  and  in  that 
part  of  the  world,  to  lay  the  Jheaves  on  the 
floor,  and  to  get  the  corn  out  by  the  treading 
or  trampling  of  * oxen . We  get  the  corn  out 
of  the  fljeaves  by  threflnng  with  flails  ; there- 
fore the  letter  of  the  law  above  mentioned  has 
nothing  to  do  with  us.  But  the  fpirit  of 
this  law  being  of  a moral  nature,  and  to  teach 
us,  that  thofe  who  labour  in  the  word  and  doc- 
trine are  to  live  of  their  labours,  for  that  the 
labourer  is  worthy  of  his  reward — this  law  is 
it! elf  quoted  by  St.  Paul,  i Cor.  ix.  a. 
1 Tim.  v.  18.  as  a proof  that  they  who 
preach  the  gofpel  fhould  live  of  the  gofpel. 

1 Cor.  ix.  14.  From  whence,  as  from  other 
inftances  which  might  be  mentioned,  I infer, 
that  though  a law  itfelf,  or  fome  part  of  it, 
may  have  vanifhed  as  to  the  letter,  yet  it  may, 
or  rather  muft,  furvive  as  to  the  Jpirit  of  it. 

Shall  we  fay,  that  we  muft  conftrue  the 
words  if  any  man — to  mean  unmarried  men 
only,  becaufe,  though  God’s  laws  do  not 
forbid  polygamy,  yet  ours  do  ? To  imagine 
that  our  laws  are  to  controul  the  laws  of  God, 
is^  a blafphemous  arrogance,  in  comparifon 
of  which.  Cardinal  IVolJeys — Ego  et  Rex 
Me  us — is  humility  itfelf  in  the  very  abftradR 
The  law  of  the  land  is  luch,  that  a married 
Englifhman  cannot  publicly  and  openly  marry 
the  virgin  he  has  feduced  or  taken  ; he  cannot 

Kolben  tells  us,  that  this  practice  is  obferved  at  the 
Cape  of  Good  Hope,  (vol.  ii.  p.  73  ) and  adds  — “ ’tis  moft 

cc  CrrtLin>  tbat  c0rn  is  much  m<)re  expeditioufly  got  out 
<c  , th,C  by  the  treacIing  of  horfes  or  oxen , than  it  is 
by  tkrejhing.  A team  of  eight  horfes  or  oxen  will  tread 

u °ut  ™ore  corn  ^ a few  hours,  than  a dozen  men  can 
• threlh  out  in  a whole  day.” 

S 3 obey 
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obey  the  letter  therefore  of  thefe  laws  of 
God,  as  the  Jews  could  have  done ; but  he 
can  and  ought  to  make  them  the  law  of  his 
confcience  ; and  if  he  has  taken  a virgin,  &c* 
he  can,  according  to  th t fpirit  of  thefe  laws, 
maintain,  protect , and  provide  for  her,  and,  if 
he  furvives  his  prefent  engagement,  marry  her 
publicly  in  preference  to  all  other  women 
upon  earth. — Thus  would  one  great  end  of 
this  lav/  be  anfwered,  and  millions  be  pre- 
ferred from  deftrudion.  If  indeed  the  wo- 
man is  profligate  enough  to  forfake  the  man, 
and  voluntarily  unite  herfelf  with  another, 
flie  is  guilty  of  tranfgrefling  thefe  laws  of 
God,  as  in  other  cafes  of  adultery : for,  the 
fame  reafon  which  is  given  why  the  man 
(hall not  put  her  away  all  his  days , viz.  becauje 
he  hath  humbled  her , goes  to  what  is  alio  faid 
of  the  woman— -fie  Jhall  be  his  wife — fhe  cer- 
tainly therefore  is  his  wife  in  God  s fight, 
and  whofoever  toucheth  her  jhall  not  be  innocent * 
Prov.  vi.  29. 

I fome  time  ago  met  with  twTo  fermons, 
which  were  preached,  and  afterwards  printed, 
on  occafion  of  pafiing  the  marriage- aft . The 
learned  author,  fpeaking  of  polygamy , ex- 
prefies  himfelf  as  follows  : — “ We  find  like— 
“ wife  in  thofe  early  times,  and  afterwards, 
“ that  polygamy  was  partly  indulged,  but 
“ only  upon  certain  typical  occafions,  and 
<c  then  only  among  the  patriarchs  and  fome 
iC  of  the  kings , wTho  were  all  exprefs  types  of 
iC  Christ  in  their  feveral  marriages  ; and  in 
“ this  refped  they  each  typified  and  pre- 
ff  figured  Christ’s  marrying  the  Jewiflo 
6 ' “ church, 
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church,  and  the  feveral  churches  of  the 
Heathen  nations,  which,  under  the  gofpel, 
w^ere  all  defigned  to  make  but  one  church  or 
one J'poufe ; therefore,  under  the  gofpel,  po- 
lygamy ceafes,  and  but  one  wife  is  allowed.” 
If  this  author  will  examine  his  Bible  a lit- 
tle more  clofely,  he  will  find  himfelf  mif- 
taken  both  in  his premifes , and  in  his  conclu - 
fwn • In  the  firft  place,  it  cannot  be  true 
that  “ polygamy  was  partly  indulged,  only 
upon  fome  typical  occafions,  and  then  only 
among  the  patriarchs  and  fome  of  the 
kings” — 1 This  appears  from  the  law,  Deut. 
xxi.  r^.  which  was  enabled  after  the  patri- 
archal age  had  ceafed,  and  many  ages  before 
there  wras  a king  in  IJraeL  That  law  is  framed 
in  general  terms,  io  as  to  include  any  and  every 
man  that  has  two  wives : — it  does  not  fay,  if 

a patriarch  or  king  hath  two  wives — b 11 t— ■ 

Wtib  j”nn  O— literally—  “ if 
there  be  to  a man’— or — as  we  tranflate  it 
— “ if  a man  have— two  wives’  See  Taylor 
Concor.  fub  voc.  rvn,  N°  82.  It  is  appa- 
rent, then,  that  the  law  being  general,  it  was 
meant  to  regulate  a general  practice.  It  is 
alfo  untrue  in  point  of  fatt,  that  “ polygamy 
was  partly  indulged  only  to  patriarchs  and 
ome  of  the  kings ; witnefs  Elkanah , who 
was  neithei  patriarch  nor  ^ king , but  a Le~» 

* So  it  IS  laid  of  Gideon— He  hadfeventy  fins  of  his  body 
begotten,  for  he  had  many  wives,  Judg.  viii.  o0.  Of  7a  ir 
he  had  thirt y fo  Judg.  ix.  4/  Lan  JLhdilZj 

thirty  fins  and  thirty  daughters.  Judg.  xii.  o.  Ahdon  had 
forty  fons,  ver.  i4.  Thefe  were  neither  patriarchs  nor 
kings,  but  a \\ judges  of  Ifrael,  and  muft,  by  the  numbers 

sssasr*  con  to  have  « 

^ 4 vite> 
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vite,  defcended  from  Kohatb , the  fon  of  Levi , 

1 Chron.  vi.  27,  28  ; and  yet  we  find,  by  his 
hiftory,  1 Sam.  i.  1,  &c.  that  polygamy  was 
indulged  to  him  as  evidently  as  to  any  patri- 
arch or  king  that  ever  lived.  From  all  which 
it  appears,  that  our  authors  conclufion— 
“ therefore,  under  the  gofpel,  polygamy  ceafes, 
“ and  but  one  wife  is  allowed0 — falls  to  the 
ground.  But  let  us  look  back  again  to 
Deut.  xxi.  15. — That  law  was  evidently 
made  to  regulate  the  difpofal  of  a man’s  inhe- 
ritance who  had  two  wives , and  to  prevent  the 
dijherifon  of  the  firjl-born  through  favour  and 
affedtion  towards  the  child  who  was  not  fo, 
becaufe  born  of  the  favourite  wife.  This 
could  not  concern  the  patriarchs , who  had  all 
been  long  dead — nor  (immediately  at  leaft) 
the  kings , who  did  not  exift  till  near  four  hun- 
dred years  afterwards — nor  the  priefs  and 
Levites , who  could  have  no  inheritance  to  dif- 
pofe  of.  Numb . xviii.  20,  21,  Deut.  x.  9. 
xii.  12.  latter  part.  Deut.  xviii.  1, 2. — If  then 
it  did  not  concern  the  people  at  large , it  was 
nugatory , for  it  concerned  nobody  at  all. — This 
is  furely  a very  fufficient  proof  that  polygamy 
was  an  allowed  practice  of  the  Jews  * in  ge- 
neral, 

* The  modern  Jews  forbid  polygamy  among  the  peo- 
ple, and  this  from  the  authority  of  fome  paflage  in  the 
'Talmud ; but  the  reafons  aligned  to  me,  on  difeourfing 
with  a learned  Jew  on  this  fubject,  were  of  the  pruden- 
tial kind  ; fuch  as  the  people  in  general  being  too  poor  to 
maintain  more  than  one  wife , the  quarrels  it  occafioned,  and 
the  like.  — I afked  him  if  he  looked  upon  it  as  forbidden 
by  the  law  of  God  ? — 66  No,  God  forbid,”  replied  he 

carneftly  3 “ what  then  mult  be  the  cafe  of  Abraham , 

' 7 “ Jacob , 
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neral.  The  all-wife  God  cannot  be  fuppofed 
to  enad  fo  pofitive  a law,  if  there  were  no 
perlbns  who  could  be  objeds  of  it;  and  this 
law  to  regulate  certain  circumfances  which  did 
not  exift;  nor  is  it  eafy  to  imagine,  that  if 
thofe  circumfances  were fitful,  they  would  not 
have  been  as  explicitly  condemned , as  they  are 
here  plainly  allowed  and  regulated.  What 
has  been  obferved  above,  concerning  the  law 
of  Deut.  xxi.  15.  holds  equally  true  of  Exod. 
xxi.  10.  which  had  as  little  to  do  with  pa- 
triarchs and  kings  as  the  other  had. 

I cannot  conclude  this  part  of  my  fubjed 
without  mentioning  a cafe,  which  thofe  would 
do  well  to  confider,  who  confound  polygamy 
with  adultery , and  plead  the  authority  of  the 
great  and  infallible  interpreter  of  God’s  mind 
and  will  for  fo  doing  ; I mean  the  cafe  of  Abi - 
melech , King  of  Gerar ; who,  having  already 
a wife  of  his  own , fent  and  took  Sarah  the  wife 
of  Abraham , Gen.  xx.  2.  But  God  came  to  Abi - 
melech  in  a dream  by  night , and faid  to  him — Be- 

ic  Jacob , David,  &c.  ?”  He  likewife  told  me,  that  this.; 
prohibition  was  ct  not  univerfal , for  that  in  fome  conn- 
<c  tries  polygamy  was  {till  pradtifed  among  the  Jews”  He 
added,  <c  that  even  here)  if  a Jew  married  a woman,  and 
“ had  no  children  by  her,  after  ten  years  he  mi^ht  marry 
“ another  wife.”  So,  where  a man  defiles  a virgin , “ fie 
“ foall  be  his  wife , agreeable  to  Exod.  xxii.  16.  and  Deut. 
“ xxii.  28,  29.”  1 take  the  truth  to  be,  that  the  Jews, 

as  to  the  bufinefs  of  polygamy , ufually  conform  to  the 
cuftom  of  the  country  where  they  live.  “ As  for  the 
46  modern  Jewsf  fays  Leo  MutinenfiS)  44  thofe  of  them 
<c  who  live  in  the  Eafl , {till  keep  up  their  antient 
44  pradtice  of  polygamy  ; whereas  in  Germany  they  are  not 
<c  allowed  this  privilege,  and  in  Italy  very  rarely,  and 
<e  only  in  cafe  a man  hath  lived  ten  years  with  his  wife 
without  ifiue.”  See  Puffend . book  vi.  ch.  1.  § 16. 

hold , 
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hold,  thou  art  but  a dead  man , for  the  woman 
which  thou  haft  taken— for  Jhe  is  a mans  wife . 
Here  God  plainly  fet  forth  His  thoughts  of 
adultery,  or  taking  a man  s wife  ; that  it  is  a 
fin  to  be  punithed  with  death. — However, 
Abimelech  had  not  actually  defiled  her,  and 
fhews  that,  if  he  had  not  been  deceived  by 
Abraham  s faying  that  Sarah  was  his  fifter , he 
would  not  have  taken  her  at  all. — Said  he  not 
unto  me.  She  is  my  fifter  ? and foe,  even  foe  her - 
felf  fiii d.  He  is  my  brother . In  the  integrity  of 
my  heart,  and  innocency  of  my  hands , have  I 
done  this.  And  God  faid  unto  him  in  a 
dream,  Yea,  I know  that  thou  didft  it  in  the 
integrity  of  thine  heart,  for  I alfo  witheld  thee 
from finning  againft  Me,  therefore  fuffered  I thee 
not  to  touch  her . The  fin  of  adultery  is  cer- 
tainly marked  very  ftrongly,  but  here  was  a 
fair  opportunity  to  have  as  ftrongly  marked 
polygamy,  if  that  was  a fin  alfo.  How  could 
Abimelech,  having  a wife,  ver.  17,  take  any 
other  woman  innocently  ? and  yet  God  allows 
this  to  have  been  done,  in  his  anfwer  to  the 
plea  of  Abimelech.  Though  he  was  innocent 
as  to  an  intentional  adultery , being  ignorant 
that  Sarah  was  Abraham  $ wife,  yet  Abime- 
lech muft  know  that  he  had  a wife  of  his  own, 
and  therefore  could  not  innocently,  and  in  the 
integrity  of  his  heart,  take  any  other  woman  of 
any  kind,  if  polygamy  was  a Jin.  But  fup- 
pcfing  this  poor  * heathen  was  ignorant,  and 

* cc  It  appears  by  this  whole  hiftory  of  Abimelech , 
sc  that  he  was  a man  of  great  virtue  in  thofe  days ; not 
<c  an  idolater , but  a worfhipper  of  the  true  God,  as  Mel- 
<c  chizedeck,  the  high-priejl  of  that  country,  was.”  Pa- 
trick on  Gen.  xx.  7. 


therefore 
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therefore  faid  this  knowing  no  better,  yet 
God  could  not  be  ignorant  of  His  own  mini 
and  willy  when  he  faid — Yea,  I know  that  thou 
didji  this  in  the  integrity  oj  thine  hearty  jor  I alfo 
wit  he  Id  thee  from  finning  againjt  Me.  Ra- 
ther, why  d;d  he  not  fay — “ Thou  wicked 
■€t  wretch,  how  canft  thou  dare  to  talk  of  the 
4<  innocency  oj  thine  hands , ana  of  the  integrity 
€C  of  thine  heart  ? '* — fuppoling  thou  did  ft  not 
“ know  Sarah  to  be  another  man  s wife , yet 
iC  the  taking  any  woman , as  thou  haft  already 
£C  a wife  of  thine  own , is  againft  the  law  of 
**  marriage , and  therefore  a mortal find'  In- 

ftead  of  this,  God  allows  his  plea,  and  the 
moment  Abimelech  reftored  Sarah  to  her  huf- 
bandy  God  gracioufly  removes  every  mark  of 
his  difpleafure,  ver.  17,  18.  So  Abraham  -f 

prayed 

+ Who  was  himfelf  at  that  hour  a polygamijl . Sec 
Gen.  xvi.  3,  4.  It  is  likewife  to  be  observed,  that  Abra- 
ham was  a Chrijiian  believer,  as  much  fo  as  Paul  was, 
who  tells  us,  the  gofpel  was  preached  to  Abraham — that  he 
believed  it — was  j uglified  by  faith — and  that  they  which  be 
of  faithy  are  blejfied  with  faithful  Abraham , who  is  (fpiri- 
tually)  the  father  of  all  believers  in  Christ.  Comp. 
Rom.  iv.  16,  &c.  v/ith  Gal.  iii.  9,  14.  and  John  viii.  56. 
Abraham  would  have  been  exceedingly  puzzled,  to  have 
found  out  what  the  gofpel  which  was  preached  to  him  (and 
in  which  heAelieved  and  rejoiced)  had  to  do  with  poly- 
gamy, or  to  have  accounted  for  the  poffibility  of  the  chil- 
dren of  his  faith y in  future  ages,  finding  out  that  it  was 
the  fame  thing  with  adultery  • when  Abraham  s own  eyes 
and  ears  were  witnefTes  of  there  being  put  as  great  a dif- 
ference between  polygamy  and  adultery , as  could  poffibly 
exift  between  any  two  things  in  creation  ; and  this,  by 
the  determination  of  that  God,  who  afterwards  gave  the 
law  to  Mofes  at  Mount  Si?iai — and  who  bore  teflimony 
concerning  Abraham — that  he  had  obeyed  His  voice— kept 
His  CHARGE — His  COMMANDMENTS — His  STATUTES — • 
2nd  His  laws.  See  Gen.  xxvi.  5.— But  how  is  this 

confident 


[ 268  ] 

prayed  unto  God,  and  God  healed  Abime- 
lech,  and  his  wife , and  his  maid fierv  ants — 
VnnDtO  (which  feem  to  have  flood  in  the 
fame  relation  to  Abimelech,  as  the  HDtt — Hagar 
(See  Gen.  xxi.  io.  Comp.  Judges  viii.  31. 
with  ix.  18.)  did  to  Abram , chap.  xvi.  3,  4.) 
and  they  bare  children — — pepererunt , 
Mont. — they  brought  forth : for  the  Lord  had 
fajl  clojed  up  all  the  wombs  of  the  houfe  of  Abi- 
melech,  becaufe  of  Sarah,  Abraham’s 
wife.  It  fhould  feem  by  the  context,  that 
God  had  wit  held  Abimelech  from  finning  againjl 
Him , in  a criminal  accefs  to  Sarah,  by  inflict- 
ing a judicial df ability,  of  fome  kind  upon  him  ; 
alfo,  to  mark  the  more  ftrongly  His  holy  in- 
dignation againfl  him,  for  taking  another 
mans  wije , He  rendered  Abimelech' § wife,  then 
great  with  child (as  alfo  fuch  of  his  maid* 
fiervants,  who  it  fhould  feem,  from  what  is 
faid,  ver.  17,  18,  were  probably  his  concubines , 
and  fome  of  them  alfo  great  with  child ) una- 
ble to  bring  forth — but  when  Sarah  was  re- 
ftored,  Abimelech  was  reflored  to  his  own  wo- 
men, and  they  to  him.— All  this  by  the  im- 
. mediate  hand  of  God. 

I would  only  fay,  that  any  perfon  who  can 
attentively  confider  the  feveral  circumflances 
of  this  hiftcry  of  the  divine  interpofition,  and 
talk  of  the  finfulnefs  of  polygamy  in  the  fight 
of  God,  even  putting  it  on  the  fame  footing 
with  adultery , will  appear  to  differ  very 

confident  with  truth , if  Abraham's  polygamy  was  an 
open  and  continued  violation  of  God’s  primary  law  ol 
marriage  ? or  if,  as  St.  Ambrofe  fpeaks — he  was  living 
in-  adultery  ? 

widely, 
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widely,  in  his  judgment  of  the  matter,  from 
this  authentic  record  of  the  mind  and  will  of 
the  Most  High. 

How  early  an  abhorrence  of  the  fin  of 
adultery  was  imprefifed  on  the  minds  of  men, 
and  of  the  punifhment  which  awaited  it,  may 
likewife  be  gathered  from  the  hiftory  of 
Ifaac  and  Abimelech  king  of  Gerar,  which  is 
recorded  Gen.  xxvi.  particularly  at  ver.  10,  1 1. 

It  is  to  be  remarked  alfo,  that  throughout 
the  whole  fcripture,  the  fame  approbation ; 
many  like  circumftances  which  evidenced 
that  approbation  ; alfo,  like  anfwers  to  prayer, 
and  like  miracles , in  token  of  that  approbation, 
attended  equally  on  a fecond , or  after-taken 
wife , under  a polygamous  contract,  as  on  a firf 
or  only  wife.  This  may  be  faid  to  be  uni- 
formly the  cafe,  as  may  appear  from  the  fol- 
lowing 


PARA 

Sarai  was  barren — the 
had  no  child — Gen.  xi.  30. 

And  Abram  faid.  Lord 
God,  what  wilt  thou  give 
me,  feeing  I go  childlefs  ? 
— Behold  to  me  thou  haft 
given  no  feed. — And  He 
brought  him  forth  abroad, 

O 9 

and  faid,  Look  now  to- 
wards heaven,  and  tell  the 
ftars,  if  thou  be  able  to 
number  them;  and  He  faid 
unto  him — So  fhall  thy 
feed  be.  Gen.  xv.  2,  3,  5. 

An  1 God  faid  untoAbra- 
bam , As  for  Sarah  thy  wife, 
I will  blefs  her,  and  give 

thee 


d 1 G M. 

And  Sarai  faid  unto 
Abram , Go  in  unto  my 
maid  ; and  (he  gave  Hagar 
to  her  hufband  Abram  to 
be  his  wife.  And  he  went 
in  unto  Hagar, and  the  con- 
ceived— and  the  angel  of 
the  Lord  faid,  I will  mul- 
tiply thy  feed  exceedingly, 
that  it  fhall  not  be  num- 
bered for  multitude.  Gen. 
xvi.  2,  4,  10.  Yea, 

God  faid,  As  for  Ijh - 
mad,  behold  I have  blefted 
him,  and  vvill  make  him 

fruitful. 
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thee  a Ton  of  her.  Yea  I 
will  blefs  her, and  (he  fhall 
he  a mother  of  nations  ; 
kings  of  people  fhall  be  of 
her.  Gen.  xvii.  15,  16. 

God  faid  — Sarah  thy 
v/ife  fhall  indeed  bear  thee 
a fon,  and  thou  fhalt  call 
his  name  Ifaac.  Gen.  xvii. 
29. 

And  Sarah  conceived 
and  bare  Abrahajn  a fon  in 
his  old  age — and  Abraham 
called  his  name  Ifaac.  Gen. 
xxi.  2,  3. 

Ifaac  was  forty  years  old 
when  he  took  Rebekah  to 
wife — and  Ifaac  intreated 
the  Lord  for  his  wife,  be- 
caufe  fhe  was  barren  ; and 
the  Lord  was  intreated  of 
him , and  Rebekah  his  wife 
conceived.  Gen.  xxv.  20, 
21. 


Mane  ah's  wife  was  bar- 
ren and  bare  not  ; and  the 
angel  of  the  Lord  appeared 
unto  the  woman,  and  faid 
unto  her.  Behold,  now 
thou  art  barren  and  barefl 
not,  but  thou  fhalt  con- 
ceive and  bear  a fon  — and 
the  woman  bare  a fon,  and 
called  his  name  1 Sam  fon  5 
and  the  child  grew,  and  the 
Lord  blefied  him.  Judg. 
xiii.  2,  3,  24. 


fruitful,  and  multiply  him 
exceedingly}  twelve  princes 
fhall  he  beget,  and  I will 
make  him  a great  nation. 
Gen.  xvii.  20. 

And  the  angel  of  the 
Lord  faid  unto  Hagar , 
Behold  thou  art  with  child, 
and  fhalt  bear  a fon,  and 
fhalt  call  his  name  IJhmael . 

And  Hagar  bare  Abram  a 
fon,  and  Abra?n  called  his 
fon’s  name,  which  Hagar 
bare,  IJhmael . Gen.  xvi.. 

n,  15. 

Jacob  took  Leah  and  Ra- 
chel— but  Rachel  was  bar- 
ren. Gen.  xxix.  31.  And 
fhe  gave  him  Bilhah  her 
handmaid  to  wife  ; and  Ja- 
cob went  in  unto  her  ; and 
Bilhah  conceived  and  bare 
Jacob  a fon.  And  Rachel 
faid,  God  hath  judged  me, 
and  hath  alfo  heard  my 
voice , and  hath  given  me  a 
fon.  Gen.  xxx.  4,  5,  6. 

And  Bilhah , Rachel's 
maid,  conceived  again,  and 
bare  Jacob  a fecond  fon, 
and  Rachel  faid,  ^nnsa 

dvt'pn  “By  the 

agency  (Heb.  twiftings) 
“ of  the  Aleim  I am  in- 
“ twilled  with  my  filler — 
“ i.  e.  my  family  is  now 
interwoven  with  my  fif- 
“ ter's,  and  has  a chance 
“ of  producing  the  pro- 
cc  mifed  feed.”  See  Park. 

Heb.  Lex.  7J1S* 

When  Leah  faw  that  fhe 
had  left  off  bearing  — fhe 
took  Zilfah  her  maid,  and 

gave 
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From  henceforth  all  ge- 
nerations fhall  call  me 
bleffed . V.  M.  Luke  i.  48. 


There  was  a certain priejl 
named  Zacharias , and  his 
wife’s  name  was  Elizabeth 
— and  they  had  no  child, 
becaufe  Elizabeth  was  bar- 
ren, and  they  both  were 
well  ftricken  in  years.  And 
the  angel  laid  unto  him, 
b ear  not,  Zacharias , for  thy 
prayer  is  heard , and  thy 
wife  fhall  bear  thee  a fon, 
and  thou  fhalt  call  his 
name  John — and  he  fhall 
be  great  in  the  light  of  the 
Lord,  &c.  And  his  wife 
Elizabeth  conceived,  and 
iaid  1 hushath  the  Lord 
dealt  with  me  in  the  days 
wherein  he  looked  on  me  to 

take 


gave  her  to  Jacob  to  ivife . 
And  Zilpah , Leal/s  maid, 
bare  Jacob  a fon. 

And  Zilpah , Leah'snvdid^ 
bare  Jacob  a fecond  fon. 

And  Leah  laid  • Happy 
am  [,  for  the  daughters 
will  call  me  bleffed. 

And  God  hearkened  un- 
to Leah , and  fhe  conceived 
and  bare  Jacob  a fifth  fon. 
And  Leah  faid,  God  hath 
given  me  my  hire,  becaufe  I 
have  given  my  maiden  to  mine 
hufband.  And  God  remem- 
bered Rachel , and  God 
hearkened  to  her , and  opened 
her  womb , and  fhe  conceived 
and  bare  a fon,  and  faid, 
God  hath  taken  away  my 
reproach.  And  fhe  called 
his  name  Jofeph , and  faid, 
Tne  Lord  fhall  add  to  me 
another  fon.  Gen.xxx.24. 
See  alfo  Gen.  xxxv.  9 — j 2. 

There  was  a certain  man 
of  Ramathaim  Zophim  (a 
Levite  of  the  family  of  the 
Kohathites , fee  1 Chron,  vi. 
33,  34,  &c.)  and  his  name 
was  Elkanah . And  he  had 
two  wives — the  name  of  one 
W o Hannah — and  of  the 
other  Pemnnah. — Peninnah 
had  children  ; Hannah  had 
no  children  -the Lord  had 
fhuc.up  her  womb. -And 
her  adverfary  alfo  provoked 
her  fore  for  to  make  her 
fret,  becaufe  the  Lord  had 
fhut  up  her  womb.  And 
fhe  was  in  bitternefs  of 
foul,  and  prayed  unto  the 
Lord,  and  wept  fore — and 

fhe 
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take  away  my  reproach  a- 
mong  men.  And  fhe  brought 
forth  a fon,  and  his  name 
was  called  John , &c.  Luke 

i-  5>7>  J3>  25>  &c- 


of  the  Virgin  Alary* 

My  foul  doth  magnify 
the  Lord,  and  my  fpirit 
hath  rejoiced  in  God  my 
Saviour. 

For  he  hath  regarded  the 
low  eftate  of  his  hand- 
maiden. 

He  that  is  mighty  hath 
done  to  me  great  things, 
and  holy  is  his  name. 


fhe  vowed  a vow,  and  faid, 

O Lord  of  Hofts,  if  thou 
wilt  indeed  look  upon  the 
affli&ion  of  thine  hand- 
maid, and  remember  and 
not  forget  thine  handmaid, 
but  wilt  give  unto  thine 
handmaid  a man-child,  I 
will  give  him  unto  the 
Lord  all  the  days  of  his 
life—  See.  Then  Ell  (the 
higher  left)  anfwered,  and 
faid — Go  in  peace,  and  the 
God  of  Ifrael  grant  thee 
thy  petition  that  thou  haft 
afked  of  Him,  Sec.  Where- 
fore it  came  to  pafs,  when 
the  time  was  come  about, 
after  Hannah  had  con- 
ceived, that  fhe  bare  a fon, 
and  called  his  name  Samuel , 
faying,  Becaufe  I have  afked 
him  of  the  Lord,  See.  And 
Hannah  faid  — For  this 
child  I prayed , and  the 
Lord  hath  given  me  my 
petition  that  I afked  of 
Him.  i Sam.  i.  i,  Sec.  See 
alfo  chap.  ii.  20,  21,  26. 

Hannah’s  Song . 

Mine  heart  rejoiceth  in 
the  Lord,  mine  horn  is 
exalted  in  the  Lord,  my 
mouth  is  enlarged  over 
mine  enemies,  becaufe  I re- 
joice in  thy  falvation. 

There  is  none  holy  as 
the  Lord. 


And 


He 
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And  His  mercy  is  on 
them  that  fear  Him  from 
generation  to  generation. 

He  hath  (hewed  (Length 
With  His  arm.  He  hath 
(cattered  the  proud  in  the 
imagination  of  their  hearts. 

He  hath  put  down  the 
mighty  from  their  (cats, 
and  hath  exalted  them  of 
low  degree. 


He  hath  filled  the  hun- 
gry with  good  things,  and 
the  rich  He  hath  fent  emp- 
ty away. 

He  hath  holpen  His  fer- 
vant  Ifrael , in  remembrance 
of  his  mercy,  &c. 


He  will  keep  the  feet  of 
His  faints. 

The  bows  of  the  mighty 
men  are  broken,  and  they 
that  humbled  are  girt  with 
(Length — the  wicked  (hall 
be  filent  in  darknefs* 

The  adverfaries  of  the 
Lord  (ball  be  broken  to 
pieces— the  Lord  maketh 
poor  and  maketh  rich.  He 
bringeth  low  and  lifteth 
tip. 

7 hey  that  are  full  have 
hired  themfelves  out  for 
bread,  and  they  that  were 
hungry  ceafed. 

He  (hall  give  (Length 
unto  His  king,  and  exalt 
the  horn  of  His  anointed. 


The  conclufion  of  all  which  appears  to  be, 
that  either  we  do  not  worlhip  the  fame  God 
which  the  Jews  did,  or  the  God  we  worlhip 
doth  not  di fallow*  nor  * difapprove  polygamy . 
Miraculous  bleffings  bellowed  of  God,  in 
anlwer  to  the  prayers  of  people  living  in  open 
breach  of  Lfis  law,  are  totally  contradictory 
to  the  whole  fcripture-charaCter  of  God. 
^he  way  of  the  wicked  is,  an  abomination  to  the 
Lord,  but  the  prayer  of  the  upright  is  His  de- 
light. Piov.  xv.  (j . He  dfat  turncth  away  his 

To  fay  that  He  once  did  not  difallow  or  difapprove 
it,  but  that  He  has  changed  His  mind  upon  the  fubjecf— 
is  one  ot  thofe  aflertions  which  are  diametrically  oppofite 
to  the  attribute  of  unchangeablencfs , fo  ftrongly  marked 
out  in  fcripture,  and  which  is,  and  mud  be,  of  the  very 
ejjence  of  an  all-perfect  Being. 

Vol.  I.  X 
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ear  from  hearing  the  law,  even  his  prayer  fie  ah 
he  abomination . Prov.  xxviii.  9*  Comp.  Pi. 
lxvi.  18,  1 9,  20. 

In  what  has  been  faid  on  the  fubjedt  of 
this  chapter  on  poygamy , I fhouid  think  ar- 
guments enoug  have  been  brought  to  prove 
that  it  wras  not  Jinfiil  in  the  fight  of  God, 
under  the  Old  I eftament,  and  that  the  blef- 
fed  God,  by  becoming  man  (1  Cor.  xv.  47.) 
and  condefcending  to  appear  on  earth  for  us^ 
men,  and  for  our  falvation,  in  the  hkenefs  of" 
ftnful  ftejh,  Rom  viii.  3 made  of  a woman 
made  under  the  law , Gal.  iv.  4;  came  not  to 
def  ray  the  law , by  leffening  the  fecurity 
which  it  was  evidently  made  to  afford  the 
weaker  fex  againft  the  flronger.  That  the 
treachery  which  was  fo  pofitively  forbidden, 
and  fo  amply  provided  againfr,  among  the 
Jews,  fhouid  be  allowed  to  Chrifians  (who 
are  children  of  the  fame  Heavenly  Father  9 fub- 
jecls  of  the  fame  Almighty  King) . and  even 
commanded  them  in  feme  cafes,  is  a mon- 
ftrcus  ft  ppofition  ! — repugnant  to  the  pofi- 
tive  inftitution  of  God,  They  fall  be  one  fef 
— contradictory  to  all  fund  reafon  and  ab- 
horrent from  every  generous , honourable , and 
humane  principle.  Whatever  the  fituation 
of  the  man  may  be,  the  danger  arifing  to  t e 
woman  from  the  confequences  of  fe  duel  ion 
and  dereliction  is  equal,  therefore  equally  pro- 
vided againft  by  the  law  of  God. 

How  polygamy  became  reprobated  in  t le 

Cbrifian  church  is  eaiily  accounted  for,,  when 
we  confxder  how  early  the  reprobation  ol 

c marriage 
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marriage  itfelf  began  to  appear.  The  Gnof- 
tics,  whom  Epiphanius  derives  from  Simon 
Magus , condemned  marriage  in  the  mod 
(hocking  terms,  faying  that  it  was  “ of  the 
“ Devil  f but  this  was  to  fupport  them- 
felves  in  their  horrible  tenet,  that  “ all  wo - 
“ men  Jhould  be  common  amongd  them.,, 
Better  people  foon  afterwards  condemned 
marriage  as  unlawful  to  Chriftians , and  this 
under  a wild  notion  of  greater  purity  and 
perfection , in  keeping  from  all  intercourfe 
with  the  other  fex.  This  opinion  divided  it- 
felf into  many  fedts,  and  gave  great  trouble 
to  the  church  before  it  was  difcountenanced. 
Still  fecond  marriages  were  held  infamous , and 
callea  no  better  than  lawful  whoredom . Nay, 
they  were  not  alhamed  to  write,  that,  “ a 
man  s frjl  wife  being  dead , it  was  adultery, 
“ and  not  marriage,  to  take  another"  Amidft 
all  this,  polygamy  mull  neceffarily  receive  the 
fevered;  anathema — for  if  it  could  be  fup- 
pofed  unlawful  for  Chriftians  to  marry  at  all , 
and  then  lo  detedable  to  marry  a fecond  time, 
after  the  death  of  a wife,  the  having  two  at 
once  mud  be,  a f ortioi'i , accounted  more  hor- 
rible than  all ‘the  red.  All  thefe  feveral 
opinions  had  texts  of  fcripture  preifed  into 
their  fervice,  by  the  ingenious  zeal  of  their 
feveral  abettors  \ the  Old  Tedament  was  of 
no  authority  in  the  matter ; the  New  Tefta- 
ment  was  made  to  fpeak  what  it  did  not  mean, 
concerning  what  it  does  mention  ; and  con- 
drued  fo  as  to  condemn  what,  when  rightly 
underdood,  it  does  not  mention..  The  two 

T 2 firft 
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fir  ft  of  thefe  conceits  about  marriage  have 
been  long  exploded,  except  with  refpedt  to 
the  Romijh  clergy , who,  to  this  hour,  are  for- 
bidden to  marry . But  polygamy  throughout 
the  Chriftian  church , the  weftern  part  of  it  at 
leaft,  is  looked  upon  as  a fin  againft  the  fe- 
venth  commandment,  though  there  is  not  a 
fyllable  in  the  whole  Bible  which  makes  it  fo. 
When  I mention  polygamy , I would  always 
be  ufiderftood  to  mean  on  the  mans  fide , for 
on  the  fide  of  the  woman,  the  whole  fcripturc 
fhews  it  to  be  a capital  offence. 

Why  this  diftinftion  fhould  be  made,  He 
beft  knows  who  made  it ; but,  in  part,  we 
may  fuppofe,  from  the  confequences  attend- 
ing on  one  fide,  which  cannot  be  on  the  other ; 
thefe  are  finely  touched  by  the  ftrong  and 
mafterly  pen  of  the  fon  of  Sirach  Ecclus 
xxiii.  22,  23.  Having  fpoken  of  the  adul- 
terer, he  faith,  (agreeably  to  Lev.  xx.  10.) 
'This  man  fall  be  punifhed  in  the  freets  of  the 
city,  (fee  alfo  Deut.  xxii.  24.)  and  where  he 
JujpeBeth  not  he  jhall  be  taken . He  then  pro- 
ceeds— Thus  jhall  it  go  alfo  with  the  wife  that 
leaveth  her  hufband , and  bringeth  in  an  heir  by 
another— For,  &r(t—Jbe  hath  difobeyed  the  law 
of  the  Moft  High — fecondly — jhe  hath  tref- 
pafed  againft  her  own  hufband — and  third  y— 
jhe  hath  played  the  whore  in  adultery,  and 
brought  children  by  another  man.  She  Jhall  be 
brought  out  into  the  congregation , and  inqui- 
fition  jhall  be  made  of  her  children.  He?  c 1 - 
dren  jhall  not  take  root , and  her  branches  jhall 
-bring  no  fruit . She  Jhall  leave  her  memory  to 
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be  curfed , reproach  fall  not  be  blotted 

out . Though  thefe  be  the  words  of  an  apo- 
cryphal writer,  they  deferve  the  higheft  re- 
gard, becaufe  they  are  exadtly  confonant  with 
the  law  of  God.  But  it  is  very  extraordi- 
nary, that  in  a difcourfe  againft  fornicators , 
'whoremongers,  and  adulterers  (which  com- 
mences, ver.  1 6.  and  is  continued  to  ver.  26. 
inclufive)  not  a word  fhould  be  laid  againft 
polygamijh , if  polygamy  were  a fin  as  much 
on  the  man  s fide  as  on  the  womans. — He 
moft  likely  would  not  have  paffed  it  over  in 
lilence  had  there  been  any  law  againft  it. 

His  defcription  of  the  adult erefs  is  very 
line,  and  the  aggravations  of  her  offence,  by 
bringing  forth  a lpurious  ilfue,  ftrongly  mark- 
ed ; but  they  are  fuch  as  cannot  exift  on 
the  man’s  fide,  and  therefore  hence,  in  part 
at  leaft,  arifes  the  difference. 

What  he  fays  of  the  adulterer  is  alfo  re- 
markably ftriking,  and  evidently  taken  from 
yob  xxiv.  15.  We  lofe  much  of  its  pro- 
priety, from  our  mif-tranflation  of  cO  ’Avfyu- 
ir&pcLGcuvw  dm  TvtQ  xfavvjc  dvjx — A man  that 
breaketh  wedlock , we  call  it;  but  this  is  not 
a tranflation  of  the  words — they  literally  are 
— the  man  who  tranfgrejfeth  from  out  of  his 
bed — like  the  murderer , job  xxiv.  14.  who, 
rifmg  with  the  light , is  in  the  night  as  a thief — 
So  the  adulterer.  Saith  Job — the  eye  of  the 
adulterer  waiteth  for  the  twilight , faying , No 
eye  fhall  fee  me , and  difguifeth  his  face , ° The 
fon  of  Sirach  reprefents  the  adulterer  as 
" leaving  his  bed,  ftealing  out  of  it,  as  it 

i 3 * **  were, 
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“ were,  to  execute  his  plans  of  wickednefs, 
u at  a time  when  he  thinks  the  unfeafonable- 
“ nefs  of  the  hour,  and  the  darknefs  of  the 
**  night,  will  conceal  him  from  the  eyes  of 
“ all.”  This  man  is,  in  Job , called  — art 

adulterer , or  defiler  of  other  men  s wives. — 
That  the  fame  character  is  meant  by  the  Ion 
of  Sir achy  is  evident,  from  comparin  . Ecclus 
xxiii.  18.  withj^  xxiv.  1 5;  and  the  punifh- 
ment  faid  to  await  him,  Ecclus  xxiii.  2 1 . with 
that  affigned  to  adulterers.  Lev.  xx,  ip.  Deut. 

. xxii.  22,  24. 

Another  reafon  of  the  difference,  that  is 
to  fay,  why  polygamy  fhould  be  allowed  to  the 
man,  and  no  fuch  liberty  belong  to  the  woman , 
arifes  alfo  from  the  inferiority  evidently  {lamp- 
ed upon  the  woman  by  the  God  of  nature , by 
whom  (lie  is  placed  under  the  abfolute  power 
of  her  hufbandy  fo  that  fhe  cannot  difpoie  of 
her  p erf  on , on  any  occafion,  or  to  any  purpoie 
whatfoever,  to  any  other  but  to  himtelf,  as 
may  appear  from  Gen.  iii.  16.  She  is  not  at 
liberty  to  make  any  contrail  whatfoever,  with- 
out her  hujband's  confent — even  religious  vows 
are  utterly  void;  fhe  cannot  perform  them  if 
the  hufoand  difagreeth  thereto.  Numb.  xxx.  8, 
‘fhe  wife  is — V7tot&<S(Tcix£Vvi  too  /S'/co  dPt^\—Jubject- 
cd  to  her  own  proper  hufbandy  1 Pet.  in*  I* 
The  apoftle  Paul  ufes  the  fame  expreffion, 
when  he  fays,  Rom.  xiii.  i.  Let  every  foul 
be  fubjeSied  (uxoTasroriw)  to  the  higher  powers. 
But  none  of  thefe  things  are  faid  on  the  fide 
of  the  man — even  in  teaching  in  the  congre- 
gation, the  apofile  marks  out  the  woman’s  in- 
feriority— 1 Tim.  ii.  1 1.  Let  the  woman  learn 
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in  filence  with  all  fiubjedlion — I fififer  not  a wo- 
man to  teach , nor  to  ufurp  authority  over  the 
man , but  to  be  in filence . Again,  the  fame  apof- 
tle  faith — The  head  ofi  the  woman  is  the  man — 
the  man  is  not  ofi  the  woman , but  the  woman  of 
the  man  ; neither  was  the  man  created  for  the 
woman , but  the  woman  for  .the  man.  i Cor.  xi. 
3,  8,  9.  It  appears  then  from  the  nature  ofi 
things , as  conftituted  by  the  Creator  himfelf, 
that  the  man  hath  powers  which  the  woman 
hath  not,  and  therefore  may  ufe  a freedom  of 
adtion  which  the  * woman  cannot.  The 
apojlle  s faying,  the  man  was  not  created  for  the 
woman , but  the  woman  fior  the  man , reminds  me 
of  the  manner  in  which  Christ  vindicated 
his  difciples,  when  they  were  accufed  by  the 
Pharifees  of  breaking  the  fabbath,  becaufe 
they  plucked  Jome  ears  of  corn  on  the  fabbath - 
day — He  find  unto  them , The  fabbath  was  made 
for  man,  and  not  man  for  the  fabbath,  wherefore 
the  Son  of  Man  is  Lord  alfo  of  the  fabbath. 
The  reader  may  transfer  this  argument,  by 
parity  of  reafon,  to  the  other  fubject  which 
we  have  been  fpeaking  of ; and  it  furniihes 
a proof,  by  no  means  inconcluiive,  why  a man 
may  be  a polygamift , but  a woman  not. 

But  we  may  go  farther,  and  obferve,  that 

* Befides  all  this,  it  may  be  faid,  that  the  more  wives 
a man  hath,  the  more  children  he  is  likely  to  have  ; but 
this  cannot  be  on  the  woman’s  fide  ; for  fhe  cannot  breed 
the  oftner  by  having  more  men  than  one. — Such  a mix- 
ture is  known  to  be  even  deftrudtive  of  conception , fo  that 
the  more  men  a woman  may  have,  the  lefs  likely  is  fhe  to 
breed  at  all.  This  furely  affords  a ftrong  proof  that  po- 
lyandry (as  it  is  called)  is  contrary  to  nature. 

T 4 
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without  this  difference , the  grand  ends  of 
God’s  moral  government , with  refpedt  to  the 
commerce  of  the  fexes,  would  not  have  been 
provided  for.  The  very  laws  themfelves, 
which  were  made  to  fecure  thofe  ends  on  both 
fides,  mud  have  become  mere  cyphers . If 
polygamy  had  been  permitted  on  the  woman  s 
fide , what  muft  become  of  that  law — Deut. 
xxii.  22.  If  a man  (fcuft  O — if  any  man  what - 
foever)  be  found  lying  with  a woman  married  to 
an  hufband > then  they  fall  both  of  them  die , 
both  the  man  that  lay  with  the  woman , and  the 
*Woma%.  So  thou  fait  put  away  evil  from  Is- 
rael ? If  the  having  more  wives  than  one  at 
a time  had  been  forbidden  the  man , what,  in 
riumberlefs  instances,  muff  have  become  of 
Deut.  xxii.  28,  29.  If  a man  (EM*  -3  as  be- 
fore— if  any  man  what  foever)  find  a damfel 
that  is  a virgin  which  is  not  betrothed — and  he 
'ipitb  her — fie  fall  be  his  wife ; becaufe  he  hath 
humbled  her , he  may  not  put  her  away  all  his 
days  ? The  firft  of  thefe  laws  (as  that  of  Lev. 
xx.  10.)  was  apparently  to  fecure  the  man 
again  ft  the  treachery  qf  the  woman — the  fecoiid 
(as  Exod.  xxii.  16.)  to  fecure  the  woman 
againft  the  treachery  of  the  man— and  both  to 
fecure  thp  world  from  that  confufton  and 
mifehief  which  muft  be  brought  upon  it  (and 
are  daily  brought  upon  it  by  our  difregard  of 
thefe  laws)  by  the  treachery  of  either. 

As  the  woman  had  the  bufinels  ot  partu- 
rition allotted  to  her,  fhe  muft  neceflarily  be 
looked  upon  as  the  repofitory  of  thole  bonds 

and  cements  of  human  lbciety,  without  which 

> . , . < * 
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ft  cannot  * fubfift ; fuch  as  family  defcents, 
pedigrees,  genealogies,  inheritances,  and  all 
communications  and  diftinCtions  of  relation- 
ship. Therefore  the  Creator  did,  in  his  in- 
finite wifdom,  fet  bounds  to  the  commerce  of 
the  fexes , on  the  part  of  the  woman , which 
could  not  be  palled  under  pain  of  death. 

Whoredom  and  fornication  are,  for  the  fame 
reafons,  alfo  inimical  to  thofe  bonds  of  human 
fociety  above-mentioned,  introductory  of  all 
manner  of  confulion  and  wickednefs,  incon- 


* The  rabbinical  explanation  of  the  word  — in 
Exod.  xx.  14.  has  fomething  very  ftriking  in  it.  R.  Levi 
faith,  that  “ this  word,  abfolutely  and  limply,  denotes 
congrefs  with  the  wife  of  another  man.  Nor  is  it  ufed 
<c  but  where  a married  woman  is  concerned.  The  reafon 
“ of  this  precept  is,  that  the  world  fhould  be  peopled 
“ agreeably  to  the  will  of  God.  The  bleffed  God 
willed,  that  all  creatures  of  the  world  fhould  bring 
“ forth  fruit  according  to  their  refpe&ive  fpecies,  and 
that  one  fpecies  fhould  not  be  mixed  nor  confounded 
“ with  another.  He  willed  that  the  fame  fhould  obtain 
with  refpeft  to  the  human  offspring,  that  it  might  ap- 
“ pear  whole  child  every  man  was,  and  that  the  feed  of 
9tte  fhould  not  be  confounded  with  that  of  another . 
“ Moreover,  many  corruptions  are  found  in  adultery , 
c?  which  occafion  the  breach  of  many  commandments. 
46  God  commanded  to  honour  parents  ; but  in  cafe  of 
“ adultery  they  cannot  be  known.  So  we  are  forbidden 
44  any  intercourfe  of  marriage  with ffers , and  other  rela - 
“ fives  1 but  adultery  tends  to  deffroy  thefe  laws  ; for, 
where  this  1 s , men  cannot  know  their  own  relations. 5> 
Thus  Ipeak  the  Rabbins , agreeably  to  the  feriptures, 
and  matter  of  fadf,  therefore  are  worth  attending  to  in 
this  point.  The  reader  mull:  furely  fee,  very  evidently, 
reafons  for  the  f event h commandment  on  the  woman's 
Cde,  which  cannot  apply  on  the  man' s,  and  wh y adult erv 

or  defiling  a man's  wife/  was  made  fo  penal  tl  both  p all 
Uei  concerned.  ' . 

fiftent 


[ 2%2  ] 

iiftent  with  the  law  of  marriage,  and  the  pro- 
bable caufes  of  ruin  and  deftrudtion  to  the 
female fex.~ — Therefore,  as  fedudtion  and  dere- 
liction muft,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  lead 
to  thefe,  the  pofitive  law  of  God  forbids  any 
man  to  take  a virgin,  and  then  abandon  her. 

As  to  what  has  been  faid  touching  the  har- 
mony of  the  Old  and  New  f eft  aments,  and  the 
perpetual  obligation  of  the  moral  law  as  to  its 
immutability , fo  that  what  it  once  forbad  it 
always  forbids,  and  what  it  did  not  forbid  can 
never  be  forbidden — it  is  a point  of  fuch  in- 
finite confequence,  as  to  deferve  a recapitu- 
lation— and  as  I cannot  fum  up  the  matter  in 
words  more  clear  and  forcible,  than  our 
church  has  done  in  her  feventh  article , I will 
introduce  the  conclufion  of  this  chapter  with 
that  found  and  fcriptural  account  of  the 
matter 

<<  The  Old  feft ament  is  not  contrary  to  the 
New ; for  both  in  the  Old  and  New 
Tdeftament  everlafting  life  is  ottered  to 
<<  mankind  by  Christ,  who  is  the  only 
<c  mediator  between  God  and  man. 
i(  Wherefore  they  are  not  to  be  heard, 
“ which  feign  that  the  old  fathers  did 
“ only  look  for  temporary  promiies. 

“ Although  the  law  of  God,  given  from 
“ God  by  Mofes,  as  touching  ceremonies. 
“ and  rites,  do  not  bind  Chriftian  men-, 
“ nor  the  civil  precepts  thereof  ought, 
“ of  neceffity,  to  be  received  into  any 
**  commonwealth — yet,  notwithfland- 
<«  ing,  no  Chriftian  man  whatfoever  is 

“ free 
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“ free  from  the  obedience  of  the  com-* 
“ mandments  which  are  called  moral” 

No  one  can  confider  aright  the  divine  in - 
ftitution  of  marriage , and  not  fee  that  it  is 
founded  in  the  v ery  nature  of  things , and  that 
by  the  God  of  nature.  This  is  as  felf-evi- 

j 

dent,  as  that  if  mankind  were  to  increafe  and 
multiply , and  replenifn  the  earth , there  muft  be 
an  appointed  means  by  which  this  was  to  be 
brought  to  pafs.  Therefore  the  laws  con- 
cerning marriage  cannot  be  reckoned  a mere 
objeft  of  thofe  rites  and  ceremonies  which  were 
to  vanijh  away . Heb.  viii.  13. 

Nor  can  they  be  reckoned  among  the  ob- 
jects of  that  civil  polity , which  was  only  cal- 
culated for  the  government  of  a particular 
people,  in  a particular  part  of  the  world,  and 
that  under  particular  circumflances,  fuch  as 
never  were  or  can  be  known  to  any  other 
people  on  the  earth — unlefs  marriage  itfelf 
can  be  fuppofed  to  be  confined  to  them,  and 
not  equally  to  concern  the  whole  human 
race. 

The  moral  law  hath  therefore  marriage  as 
its  objedt,  as  concerning,  in  the  higheft  and 
moft  material  points,  the  moral  adions  of  men. 
This  clearly  appears,  not  only  from  the  very 
nature  of  the  thing  itfelf,  but  from  the  very 
words  of  the  f event h commandment — Thou 
Jhalt  not  commit  adultery  ; and  again  of  the 
tenth — Thou  Jhalt  not  covet  thy  neighbour  s 
wife.  Thefe  are  moral  laws,  equally  binding 
at  all  times — in  ail  places~—~ovo,Y  all  perfons . 
And  as  the  feventh  commandment  is  a moral 

law 
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law  founded  on  the  divine  inftitution  of  mar- 
riage itfelf,  fo  are  all  the  expofitions  of  it 
which  are  to  be  found  in  the  fcripture,  un- 
lefs  we  can  be  abfurd  enough  to  imagine,  that 
the  letter  of  a law  can  be  of  a moral  nature, 
and  that  the  fenfe,  meaning,  and  intendment 
of  it  are  only  of  a ceremonial  or  civil  ten- 
dency. 

What  is  meant  by  the  word  — adultery, 

is  not  to  be  determined  by  the  conceits,  in- 
ventions, cuftoms,  or  laws  of  men,  but  by  the 
mind  and  will  of  God,  as  revealed  to  us  in 
the  precepts  and  examples  which  are  recorded 
in  Bis  word  for  our  inftrudtion  ; and  efpeci- 
ally  from  the  uniform  and  unvaried  idea  an- 
nexed to  the  ufe  of  that  word  throughout  the 
writings  of  MoJ'es  and  the  prophets.  If  thefe 
have  failed  in  giving  us  the  true  fenfe  of  it, 
then  is  it  not  true  that  their  writings  are  pro- 
fitable for  doftrine,  for  reproof,  for  cor  reft  ion 
' (s zcivopfasiv  — the  amendment  of  what  is 
wrong)  for  inf  ru ft  ion  in  right  eoufnefs,  fo  that 
the  man  of  God  (i.  e.  the  believer)  might  be 
perfcft,  thoroughly  furnijhed  (both  as  to  know- 
ledge and  praftice — nothing  lefs  can  be  the 
fenfe  of  dpTia)  unto  all  good  works,  2 Tim.  iii, 
16,  17.  The  fcriptures  which  are  fpoken  of 
in  this  paflage  are  the  fcriptures  of  the  Old 
Teftament,  or  thofe  holy  fcriptures  which  Ti- 
mothy had  known  from  a child — before  a tin- 
gle line  of  the  New  Teftament  was  written, 
ver.  15.  If  therefore  polygamy  does  not  ftand 
recorded  as  a fin  againft  the  law  of  God,  either 

by  Mofes  or  the  prophets,  but  as  3 matter 

J 1 owned, 
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(named,  blejfed,  allowed  of  God,  we  m u ft  fay, 
u n lei's  we  pretend  to  be  wife  above  what  is 
written,  that  it  is  no  Jin,  for  fin  is  the  tranf- 
grejjion  of  the  law.  As  to  the  common  notion, 
that  it  was  made  finful  by  fome  new  law  of 
Christ,  and  abl'olutely  forbidden  in  the 
New  Teftament,  it  is  one  of  the  three  pious 
* lyes  which  owed  their  invention  to  the  ig- 
norant zeal  of  fome  profefl'ors  and  writers  in 
the  very  early  ages  of  Chrijhanity . One  was 
“ — that  marriage  was  a carnal  thing,  incon- 
“ fiftent  with  the  purity  and  perfection  of 

* <c  It  was  a maxim  avowed  in  the  4th  century,  that 
44  — -it  is  an  a5l  of  virtue  to  deceive  and  lyey  when , by  that 
44  means , the  inter  efts  of  the  church  might  be  promoted. — 
44  This  horrible  maxim  was  indeed  of  long  handing, 
44  and  had  been  adopted  for  fome  ages  paft,  to  the  un- 
44  fpeakable  detriment  of  that  glorious  caufe  in  which 
44  they  were  employed.  And  it  muft  be  frankly  con- 
44  fefled,  that  the  greatefhmen,  and  moft  eminent  faints, 
44  were  more  or  lefs  tainted  With  this  corrupt  prin^ 
44  ciple.  We  would  willingly  except  Ambrofe  and 
44  Hilary , Aujlin , Gregory  Nazianzen , and  Jerome  ; but 
44  truth,  which  is  more  refpedfable  than  thefe  venera- 
44  ble  fathers,  obliges  us  to  involve  them  in  the  general 
44  accufation.”  See  Mofheim , vol.  i.  p.  200. 

44  Though  the  primitive  Chrijlians  (fays  Moyle ) lived 
44  up  to  the  full  rules  of  their  religion  with  the  utmoft 
44  probity  and  innocence  of  manners,  yet  it  is  too  cer- 
44  tain,  there  were  fome  perfons  among  them,  who, 
44  through  a miftaken  zeal,  made  no  fcruple  of  lying  for 
44  the  fake  of  their  religion,  "['heir  hdtions  found  an 
44  eafy  reception  in  a credulous  age,  and  were  conveyed 
44  down  to  pofterity  as  certain  truths/’  See  Jortiny 
Rem.  vol.  i.  p.  299. 

Du  Pin  owns,  that  St.  Hilary  feems  to  think  44  a lye 
44  neceflary  upon  fome  occafions.’7  Vol.  ii.  p.  76. 
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“ a Chrijlian,  and  therefore  J unlawful  under 
“ the  golpel.” — Another  was — that  “ if  a 
“ man,  on  the  death  of  his  wife,  married 
“ again,  it  was  no  better  than  adultery.” — 
The  third,  begotten  between  the  other  two, 
was — that  “ polygamy , though  allowed  to  the 
“ Jews  under  the  Old  Teftament,  is  forbid- 
“ den  to  Chrijlians  under  the  New.”  The 
two  firft  (among  the  Protefiants  at  leaf!:)  arc 
come  to  nought — the  lajl  is  as  generally  be- 
lieved among  Chrijlians  of  all  forts,  as  the 
lye  of  tranjubfiantiation  is  in  the  Romifh 
church.  And  there  can  be  little  doubt,  but 
that  a man  w'ho  has  two  wives , under  what- 
ever circumftances  they  might  be  taken, 
would  be  looked  upon  to  be  as  impious,  and 
as  much  a child  of  the  devil,  among  us,  as  a 
perfon  would  be  among  the  Papifts,  who 
wickedly  refufed  to  give  up  his  outward  fen- 
fes,  and  to  believe  that  a fmall  piece  of  wafer, 
after  certain  words  faid  over  it  by  a priejl,  is 
the  body,  flefh,  blood,  and  bones,  ot  a man 
fix  feet  high — or  as  a priejl,  bifop,  or  pope, 
who  married  at  all. 

As  thefe  things  will  be  farther  coniidered 
under  the  head  of  Superjlition , I will  now 

% Epiphanius , Haeres.  58,  fpeaks  of  the  Valeftans,  who 
caflrated  themfelves,  and  alfo  their  guefu,  that  by  this 
means  they  might  introduce  them  into  the  kingdom  of 
« heaven — “ Se  & hofpites  fuos  caftrarunt,  ut  ita  iecum 

introducerent  in  regnum  caelorum.” — I hey  held  that 
u none  but  eunuchs  could  be  laved. 

JS quis  eunuchus  fieretj  falvari  non  pojje. 


haften 
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haften  to  the  examination  of  a notion,  which 
I fear  is  too  common  among  us,  and  on  which 
what  is  ufually  faid  and  thought  on  the  fuh- 
jed  of  polygamy,  is  for  the  moft  part  built  ; 
I mean  that  of  reprefen  ting  Christ  as  ap- 
pearing in  the  world,  as  <£  a new  lawgiver. , 
“ who  was  to  introduce  a more  pure  andperfebl 
<£  jyftem  of  morality,  than  that  of  the  law  which 
“ was  given  by  Moses/' — This  horrible  blaf- 
phemy  againft  the  holinefs  and  perfection  of 
God's  law,  as  well  as  againft  the  truth  of 
Christ,  who  declared  that  He  came  not  to 
defroy  the  law,  but  to  fulfil  it — this  utter  con- 
tradidion  both  of  the  law  and  th t go/pel — was 
the  foundation  on  which  the  heretic  Socinus 
built  all  his  other  abominable  errors.  From 
whence  he  had  it,  will  appear  in  the  fequel. 
In  the  mean  time,  I cannot  help  flopping  a 
while  to  lament  the  progrefs  which  Socinian - 
ifm  is  daily  making  among  us — with  many, 
among  the  Dijfenters  efpecially,  it  is  called 
new  light — but,  thank  God  ! there  are  yet 
fome  remaining,  who  call  it  by  its  true  name 
—old  darknefs — and  as  fuch  oppofe  it. — As  it 
is  coincident  with  the  main  fubjed  of  the 
following  chapter,  it  will  fall  in  my  way  to 
lay  fomething,  which  I hope  will  thoroughly 
apprize  the  reader  of  the  mifehiefs  which 
muft  refult  from  Socinianifn  in  all  its  fhapes, 
— -In  the  courfe  of  what  I fhall  have  to  fay, 
it  will  appear,  that,  fo  far  from  Christ's 
ever  condemning  polygamy,  which,  as  a new 
lawgiver,  he  is  fuppoled  to  have  done.  He 
never  mentioned  it  during  the  whole  couife  oj 
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His  minijlry,  but  left  that,  as  He  did  all  other 
moral  adtions  of  men,  upon  the  footing  of 
that  law  under  which  He  was  made,  and  to 
which  He,  for  us  men,  and  for  our  falvation , 
became  not  only  jubjetl,  but  even  obedient  unto 
death.  Phil.  ii.  8. 

Upon  the  whole,  I take  the  truth  to  be, 
that  the  firft  general  injlitution  of  marriage, 
accompanied  with  the  firft  general  blejfing,  is 
to  be  found  in  thofe  words  of  Gen.  i.  28,  Be 
fruitful,  arid  multifly,  and  replenijh  the  earth. — » 
The  fpecial  manner  of  this,  together  with  the 
indiffolubility  of  the  obligation  created  by  it 
between  the  parties,  is  revealed,  Gen.  ii.  24. 
where  it  is  faid — H man  Jhall  be  joined 
— TrpoanoU^issTUi— agglutinatus  erit— to  his 
woman — and  they,  as  in  coniequence  thereof, 
(hall  become  one  fief,  i.  e.  infep  arable  from  each 
other.  Gen.  lii.  16.  reveals  the  entire  fubor— 
dination  and  fubjedion  of  the  wife  to  the  huf- 
band— and  the  reft  of  the  Bible  thews  us, 
that  virgins  could  not  be  feduced,  and  taken  as 
appetite  might  prompt,  and  then  abandoned 
and  forfaken  as  licentioufnefs  might  incline — 
but  that  monogamous  and  polygamous  contracts 
were  equally  valid  and  binding,  equally  law- 
ful as  to  the  inheritablenefs  of  the  iflue,  and 
all  other  marks  of  legitimacy,  that  is  to  fay, 
on  the  man  s fide  ; but  that,  on  the  woman's, 
polygamy  was,  for  the  molt  apparently-wife 
realons,  forbidden  under  pain  ot  death. 

While  this  fyftem  was  reverenced  and  ob- 
ferved,  we  read  of  no  adultery,  whoredom,  and 
common  prof  itut ion  of  women  among  the  daugh- 


t'ers  of  Ifrael : no  brothels , freet- walking, 

* venereal  difeafe:  no  child-murder,  and 
thole  other  appendages  of  female  ruin,  which 
are  too  horrid  to  particularize.  Nor  were 
thefe  things  pojjible , which,  fince  the  revo- 
cation of  the  divine  fyftem,  and  the  eftabliih- 
ment  of  human  fyftems,  are  become  inevitable . 
The  fuppofing  our  blefjed  Saviour  came  to 
deftroy  the  divine  law,  or  alter  it  with  refpedt 
to  marriage,  is  to  luppofe  Him  laying  a 
foundation  for  the  mifery  and  dellruftion 
of  the  weaker  lex ; whereas  no  being  lefs 
wicked  than  Satan  himfelf,  could  ever  have 
devifed  the  almoft  total  departure  from  God's 
law,  which,  from  even  the  earlieft  ages  of 
the  church , fince  the  Apoftles’  times,  is  to  be 
found  among  the  Chrijiians . 

I now  put  an  end  to  this  long  chapter,  in 
which  polygamy,  diverted  of  all  the  nonfenfe 
of  human  reafonings,  is  fet  in  its  true  fcrip ~ 
tural  light,  as  not  Jinful  in  itfelf,  but,  in  fome 
cafes,  highly  expedient — in  others — duty ; and 
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. * Much  has  been  laid  concerning  the  antiquity  of  this 
difeafe.  TThe  fubjeeft  is  ably  handled,  and  indeed  ex  - 
haufted,  in  that  learned  and  laborious  work  of  Johannes 
Jjlruc,  de  Morb.  Ven.  lib.  i.  I will  only  here  obferve, 
that  as  the  divine  law  punifhed  adultery , or  the  defilement 
of  another  s iVife,  with  death  in  both  parties — and  who*e- 
dom  was,  on  the  part  of  the  woman,  alf6  a capital  offence 
the  confequences  of  proffitutioh  mull:  of  courfe  be  ore- 
vented,  by  the  prevention  of  the  thing  itfelf.  Befides, 
the  almoft  univerfality  of  marriage  among  the  Jews  (for 
celibacy  was  a dilgrace)  and  the  fixing  the  virgin  on^ths 
man  who  fag:  took  her , fo  that  he  could  not  pul  her  away 
oil  bis  days , left  little  room  for  projlitution,  had  their  laws 
been  even  lefs  feVere  ag&ififl  it. 

VoL.  I.  TT 
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in  this  laft  view  of  it,  forming  one  link  in 
that  divine  chain  of  heavenly  legijlation , on 
which  the  fecurity  and  protection  or  the 
weaker  fex  is  fufpended  ; it  being,  upon  tne 
footing  of  God's  law,  as  highly  criminal  for 
one  man  as  another , to  feduce  and  abandon  to 
proftitution  and  ruin,  thofe  who  have  a moll 
indefealible  claim  upon  him  for  their  fafety 
and  fupport. 

If  among  us,  as  among  the  Jews,  and  as 
formerly  in  France , and  now  in  feme  other 
parts  of  the  world,  & jingle  man , be  his  rank 
and  ftation  what  they  may,  was  conftrained 
to  * marry  publicly  the  woman  he  leauces ; 
and  if  the  Jpirit  of  the  divine  law  was  fo  far 
complied  with,  as  to  compel  the  man  already 
married , to  give  fecurity  for  the  maintenance 
and  provilion  of  fuch  woman  as  he  feduces, 
and,  if  his  prefent  engagement  fhall  determine, 
to  marry  publicly  her  whom,  in  God  s account, 
he  has  married  privately — it  would  be  fuch  a 
check  upon  the  licentiouinefs  of  mankind— 


% 


]n  the  book  for  the  reformation  of  the  ecclefiajhcal 
laws , in  the  time  of  Edward  VI.  it  was  propofed,  “ that 
“ thofe  who  corrupted  virgins , were  to  be  excommum- 
“ cated  if  they  did  not  marry  them,  or,  il  that  could  not 
14  be  done,  they  were  to  give  them  the  third  partoi  then 
<c  goods,  befides  other  arbitrary  puniinments. 

Burnet,  Hift.  Ref.  vol.  i».  p.  198-  1 his>  and  ™an£ 

other  falutary  propofals,  fell  to  the  ground  by  the  death 
of  that  excellent  young  Prince , Edward  \ I.  Had  Queen 
Elizabeth  paid  attention  enough  to  the  mifchieis  accruing 
ro  her  fex  from  the  want  of  fome  fuch  regulation,  to 
have  had  it  palled  into  a law , it  might  juftly  have  ecjl 
reckoned  one  of  the  glories  of  her  reign . 

fuch 
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luch  a reftraint  upon  what  is  called  gallantry 
" — luch  a fecurity  for  female  chaftity— and 
Inch  a preiervative  againft  projlitntion , as 
might  make  thofe  who  live  to  fee  it  fay — 

Jam  redit  C5'  virgo,  rcdcunt  Suturnia  Regna » 


XT  *v  /»•  , , VIKu 

i>ovv  jujhce  and  the  Golden  Age  again  return. 

Doubt! els,  irregularities  there  always 
and  always  m//  be,  while  human  nature  is  hu- 
man nature  . Still,  a vail:  difference  there  mud: 
be  found,  between  zfyjlem  which  is  formed  as 
a check  to  the  lull,  treachery,  and  Cruelty  of 
mankind,  and  one  which,  in  numberlefs  inltan- 
ces,  lets  them  loofe  to  adt  without  controul. 


APPENDIX  to  CHAP.  IV. 

INCE  the  preceding  chapter  went  to  the 
— prels,  the  author  has  been  favoured  with 
a tranfcnpt  from  a trad!  in  the Eritijh  Mufeum , 
which  contains  the  whole  o i*  Bi/hop  Burnet’s 
opinion  on  polygamy.  The  reader  has  before 
een  it  partially  quoted ; but  the  whole  is 
<i£iC  mierted  verbatim. 


“ IS  polygamy  in  any  cafe  lawful  under  the 
' gofpel? 

A1  For  answer.  It  is  to  be confidered,  that 
marriage  is  a contract  founded  upon  the  laws 


AAtiA  Akiy  t!?° a!*11  P°psa™y agreeable  to  the  law 
i nature.  See  Lond.  Mag.  for  June  1754,  p,  267. 
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“ of  nature,  its  end  being  the  propagation  of 
u mankind  ; and  the  formality  of  doing  it  by 
“ churchmen,  is  only  a fupervenient  benedic- 
44  tion,  or  pompous  folemnizing  of  it ; and 
“ therefore  the  nature  of  marriage,  and  not 
44  any  form  ufed  in  the  celebration  of  it,  is  to 
“ be  conjidered.  It  is  true,  the  cafe  is  harder, 

€€  when  any  is  married  by  fuch  a -f*  form , as 

“ binds 

f The  Bijhop  here  doubtlefs  alludes  to  that  part  of  our 
form,  where  the  prieft  is  to  afk  the  man— “ Wilt  thou 
44  have  this  woman  to  thy  wedded  wife  &c.  and, 

44  forfaking  all  other,  keep  thee  only  unto  her , fo  long  as 

44  ye  both  fhall  live  ? 

44  The  man  (hall  anfwer y 
44  I WILL,” 

Here  is  no  decent  qualification,  as  in  the  ordination  of 
minifters — 44  I will  endeavour  fo  to  do,  the  Lord  being 
44  my  helper” — 44  I truft  fo”— 1 64  I think  fo”— 46  I have 
44  fo  determined,  by  God’s  grace  — or  the  like ; but. 
With  the  peremptorinefs  and  confidence  of  a Stoic , who 
held— Ip’  tpiv  trtv  o<ra  tiy^repa.  kpyct — 44  all  our  own  aftions 
44  are  in  our  own  power” ~ ill  fuited  to  a frail  and  fallible  , 
creature,  who  knows  not  what  a day  may  bring  forth — 
(fee  Prov.  xxvii.  I.  comp.  Jer . x.  23.)  the  anfwer  is  to 
be— I will— I — Rex  Dominusque  mei— I will. 

The  man  is  afterwards  to  take  her— 44  for  better  and 
44  for  worfe” — but,  be  fhe  ever  fo  much  worfe  than  he 
took  her  for,  fliort  of  adlual  adultery,  ftill  he  is  to  groan 
tinder  the  fore  bondage  of  what  is  called  his  vow  j which 
his  fellow-creatures  have  juft  as  much  right  to  impofe 
upon  him,  from  any  authority  in  fcripture,  as  another 
let  of  people  had,  to  make  a man  vow  voluntary  poverty — 
perpetual  chajlity— and  implicit  obedience  to  afellow-mor- 

tal — on  becoming  a monk . u 

There  was  a time  when,  if  fuch  a one  had  married , the 

law  (fee  31  Hen.  VIII.  c.  14.)  would  have  fent  him  to 
the  gallows,  and  no  doubt  the  church  would  have  fent  him 
to  the  devil.  Tempora  mut  antur— well  if  we  could 

fav— as  touching  all  the  foolifh  and  unfenptura \ fnart$% 

4 * which 
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44  binds  him  to  one  woman , than  where  he  is 
44  bound  only  by  the  tie  of  marriage , con- 
44  ceived  in  general  terms . 

44  Thereof  mankind,  fince  the  fall , varies 
44  very  much  from  what  it  was  in  innocence ; 
44  for  then  the  foundnefs  of  their  bodiesy  and 
44  purity  of  their  minds,  did  keep  out  of  the 
*c  way  all  the  hazards  o f barrennefs , jicknefsy 
44  uncle annefs , or  croJJ'nefs  of  hu?noursy  which 
44  made  the  former  law  not  fo  proper  for 
44  mankind  ; yet  ftill  a fingle  marriage  was  the 
44  perfecfter,  as  being  * nearer  the  original. 

44  Before  the  flood,  we  find  Lamech  a poly- 
44  gamift ; fuch  were  Abraham  and  Jacob  af- 
44  ter  it  \ not  that  this  was  not  indulged  by 
44  Mofes ; for  all  that  he  did  relating  to  thefe 
44  affairs,  was  only  to  allow  a divorce,  which 
44  was  a provifo  for  the  hardnefs  of  the  hearts 
44  of  the  Ifraelites . Every  man  was  bound  to 
44  maintain  whom  he  had  firft  married ; left, 
44  therefore,  fuch  as  defigned  another  wife, 
44  and  could  not  maintain  a formery  might 
44  ufe  indireSt  ways  to  be  rid  of  them,  this 
44  fair  one  of  divorce  was  allowed  by  God  ; 

44  and 

which  mankind  have  invented,  and  laid  for  one  another’s 
confciences — et  nos  mutamur  in  illis.  We  may 
obferve  that  the  aforefaid  vow,  exafted  by  the  priejl  in 
the  marriage  ceremony,  is  a corruption  of  Gen.  ii.  24. 
— Therefore  Jhall  a man  leave  bis  father  and  his  mother,  and 
Jball  cleave  unto  his  wife, 

* See  Burnet  on  the  Articles  of  the  phurch  of  England, 
3d  edit.  fol.  p.  288. 

f I juft  take  the  liberty  to  obferve,  that  it  is  beft  to 
keep  to  the  expreflion  of  feripture,  Our  blessed  Sa- 
viour doth  not  fay,  that  God  allowed  divorce— but — Afo- 

u 3 In 
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tc  and  their  polygamy  was  prailifed,  without 
u either  allowance  or  controul , as  the  natural 
€<  privilege  of  mankind  Neither  is  it  any 
“ where  marked  among  the  blemijhes  of  the 
“ patriarchs  ; David’s  wives,  and  ftore  of 
cc  them  he  had,  are  termed  by  the  prophet, 
((  God’s  gift  to  him : yea,  polygamy  was  made 
€{  in  fome  cafes  a duty  by  Mofess  law  -when 
€(  any  died  without  iffue,  his  brother,  or 
“ neareft  kinfman , was  to  marry  his  wife,  for 
“ railing  up  feed  to  him  ; and  all  were 

* ^ f i 1 ^ 

“ obliged  to  obey  this,  under  the  hazard  of 
“ infamy , if  they  refufed  it ; neither  is  there 
“ any  exceptions  made  for  fuch  as  were  mar - 
<£  vied . From  whence  I may  faithfully  con- 
<*  elude,  that  what  God  made  necejfhry  in 
iC  fome  cafes  to  any  degree,  can  in  no  cafe  be 
“ jinful  in  itjelf ; fince  God  is  holy  in  all  His 
ways • 

“ But  it  is  now  to  be  examined,  if  it  is 
<<  forbidden  by  the  gofpeh  It  is  certain,  that 
our  Lord  defigned  to  raife  mankind  to  the 
higheft  degrees  of  purity  and  chaftity  ; and 
“ therefore  our  Lord  and  St.  Paul  do  pre- 
*<  fer  a (ingle  life  to  a married  ftate  y,  as  that 
“ which  qualifies  us  for  the  kingdom  of 
“ heaven,  and  was  loaded  with  the  few  elf 


frs  a Hewed  or  'permitted  it; — fo  the  Eifhop  exprefles  him- 
ielf  a few  lines  higher. 

f “ This  was  meant  only  with  refpeef  to  penticuleij 
is  perfons  in particular  circumstances,  iuch  as  an  ajojH:  , 
tc  which  is  the  reafon  why  St.  Paul  applies  it  chiefly  to 


u 


himfelf. 


Cor. 


VII. 
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incumbrances  ; and  by  this  rule,  a Jingle 
marriage  being  next  to  none  at  all,  was 
certainly  more  fuitable  to  the  gfpely 
le  means  the  times  of  the  gofpeld]  <c  But  a 
fimple  and  exprefs  difcharge  of  polygamy  is 

no  where  to  be  found. 

“ It  is  true,  our  Lord  difcharges  divorces , 
except  in  the  cafe  of  adultery,  adding,  that 
whofoever  puts  away  his  wife  upon  any 
other  account,  commits  adultery  : lo  St. 
Luke  and  St.  Matthew  in  one  place  have  it 
— or  commits  adultery  againjl  her : io  St. 
Mark  has  it — or  caufes  her  to  commit  adul- 
tery: fo  St.  Matthew  in  another  place. 

“ 4 If  it  be  adultery  then  to  take  another 
4 woman  after  an  unjujl  divorce , it  will  fol- 
4 low  that  the  wife  has  that  right  over  the 
4 hufbandf  body,  that  he  mu  ft  touch  no 
4 other .’ — This  is  indeed plaufiblc,  and  it  is 
all  that  can  ke  brought from  the  New  Tejla- 
ment , which  feems  convincing ; yet  it  will 
not  be  found  of  weight. 

44  For  it  is  to  be  considered,  that  if  our 
Lord  had  been  to  antiquate  polygamy , it  be- 
ing fo  deeply  rootecT  in  the  men  of  that 
age,  confirmed  by  fuch  fafhions  and  unquef- 
tioned  precedents,  and  riveted  by  fo  long 
a practice,  he  muft  have  done  it  plainly  and 
authoritatively , and  not  in  fuch  an  involved 
manner,  as  to  be  fought  out  of  his  words  by 
the  fearch  of  logick . 

“ Neither  are  thefe  dark  words  made  more 
clear  by  any  of  the  apofles  in  their  writings  : 
words  are  to  be  carried  no  farther,  than 

U 4 44  the 
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u the  dejign  upon  which  they  were  written 
**  will  lead  them  to  ; fo  that  our  Lord  be- 
‘‘  ing,  in  that  place,  to  ftrike  out  divorce  fo 
‘‘  explicitly , we  mu  ft  not,  by  a con fe  queue  e , 
‘‘  condemn  polygamy,  ft  nee  it  feems  not  to 
have  fallen  within  the  fcope  of  what  our 
“ Lord  does  there  difapprove. 

c<  Befi.de,  the  term  adultery  may  be  taken 
“ in  general,  for  fuch  a breach  of  wedlock  as 
is  equivalent  to  adultery ; and  fuch  is  an 
“ unjiijt  divorce . This  may  be  the  impor- 
cc  tance  of  the  phrafe  ufed  by  St.  Mark , viz. 
11  ‘ — he  commit teth  adultery  againf  her  ; or  all 
“ may  be  better  explained  by  the  phrafe  St. 
“ Matthew  ufes  about  it,  in  one  place — he 
“ caufes  her  to  commit  adultery ; fince  he  that 
expofeth  or  temp  teth  to  fin,  ftiares  in  the 
“ guilt  with  the  perfon  that  fuccumbs  : and 
from  this  it  appears,  that  polygamy  is  not 
iC  declared  adultery , neither  in  the  place  cited* 
“ nor  any  other  that  I know  of. 

“ 6 But  it  is  true  that  polygamy  falls  fhort 
**  1 of  the  intendment  of  marriage,  in  inno- 
“ ‘ cency,  to  which  ftate,  we  that  are  under 
“ ‘ the  gofpel  muft  return  as  near  as  it  is  poj- - 
“ ‘ fibleP  — It  is  to  be  confefled  that  polygamy 
“ was  much  condemned  by  the  ancients* 
f ‘ though  I think  I have  met  with  fomething 
“ about  it,  that  is  little  noticed ; but  of  that 
“ I can  adventure  to  fay  nothing  at  this 
<c  J diftance  from  my  books  and  papers. 

* > j ' ‘ “ But 

J TTow  unfairly  Dean  Delaney  reprefents  this  pafiage 

in  the  Bijhop's  paper,  inay  be  feen  before,  p.  where 

' ••  ‘ « vre 
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u But  all  that  being  granted,  it  is  to  be 
**  confidered  that  the  antients  were  unjufi  and 
■*  fevere  again  ft  marriage  (itfelf),  and  did  ex- 
t€  ceflively  favour  the  celibate , or  {ingle  (life) ; 
“ fo  that  in  fome  places,  they  who  married  a 
“ fecond  time,  were  put  to  do  penance  for  it ; 
t€  and,  indeed,  both  Jew  and  Gentile  had  run 
“ into  fuch  excefs  by  their  free  commixtures, 
“ that  it  is  no  wonder  if  the  holy  men  of 
€(  thofe  ages,  being  provoked  to  a juft  zeal, 
<c  againft  fuch  unjuft  practices,  muft  have 
“ been  carried,  through  immoderate  fwaying 
€€  of  the  counterpoize,  into  fome  extremes  on 
“ the  other  hand . 

“ Therefore,  to  conclude  this  Jhort  anfwer , 
wherein  many  things  are  hinted,  which 
might  have  been  enlarged  into  a volume,  I 
“ fee  nothing  fo  ftrong  againft  polygamy,  as 
<c  to  balance  the  great  and  vilible  imminent 
*€  hazards  that  hang  over  fo  many  thoufands , 
**  if  it  be  not  allowed l* 

The  author  cannot  help  exprefling  the 
higheft  fatisfadtion  in  finding,  that  in  what 
he  h as  written  on  the  fubjedt,  he  has  had 
the  honour  of  coinciding  in  fo  many  points, 

we  are  to  fuppofe  his  Lordjhip  making  cc  the  belt  excufe 
“ he  could,  for  giving  a rafh  opinion — whereas,  he  feems 
to  give  the  circumflance  of  being  at  cc  a diftance  from 
l<  his  books  and  papers,”  as  a reafon  for  not  producing 
teflimonies  from  the  antients  “ little  noticed,”  but  which, 
if  produced,  would  tend  to  fhew,  that  fome  of  them 
thought  as  his  Lordjhip  did  upop  the  fubjedt, 

, with 
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with  the  fentiroents  of  this  learned,  judicious, 
and  excellent  Bijhop.  But,  on  the  other  hand, 
he  muft  exprefs  his  forrow,  tnat  his  Lordfip 
was  fo  far  “ diftant  from  his  books  and  pa- 
“ pers,”  otherwife,  it  is  moft  probable,  that 
he  would  have  produced  fotne  valuable  tefti- 
monies  from  the  antients,  concerning  what  he 

hints  at  as — “ little  noticed 

Another  thing  is  alfo  to  be  lamented,  which 
is,  that  the  good  Bijhop  did  not  proceed  to 
explain  what  he  meant  by  thofe  “ great  and 
“ vifible  imminent  hazards,”  mentioned  in 
the  laft  paragraph. 

If  fo  fmall  and  inconfiderable  a perfon  as 
myfelf  may  venture  to  guefs  at  the  meaning 
of  fo  confiderable  and  great  a man  as  Bijhop 
Burnet,  I fhould  fuppofe,  that  his  Lordjhip  has 
here  a reference  to  his  obfervation  before 
made,  concerning  the  difference  between  the 
date  of  innocency,  and  that  of  mankind  fxnce 
the  fall,  and  to  thofe  evils  which  he  mentions 
as  the  confequences  of  the  latter — which 
could  not  exift  during  th & former.  Such  as 
“ barrennefs,  fteknefs,  uncleannefs,  or  crojfnejs 
“ of  humour.”  What  “ great,  imminent, 
<f  and  vifible  hazards  hang  over  tboufands,” 
from  thefe  caufes,  has  been  obferved  before. 

To  vindicate,  therefore,  the 

lawfulnefs  of  polygamy  is,  as  the  world  is  now 

conftituted,  in  fitch  cafes  at  lead,  to  a<51  as  a 

,r00d  citizen  of  the  world,  by  vindicating  the 

- natural  privileges  ” and  neceflary  rights  of 

mankind } and  it  is,  at  the  fame  time,  to 

act 
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aft  as  a fincere  believer  of  divine  revelation > 
to  let  forth,  openly  and  without  difguife, 
that  heavenly  system,  by  which  thofe 
rights  are  eftabiifhed  and  fecured,  To  vin- 
dicate alfo  that  univerfial  law,  which  had  the 
good  of  the  whole  for  its  cbjeft — to  {hew 
that  its  wifdom  and  beneficence  are  too  vast 
to  be  confined  to  a Jingle  people , or  a fmgle 
period  of  particular  dijpenfation — to  free  it  from 
that  obfeurity  which  monks  and  priefits , and 
other  enthufiafts  and  fanatics , have  involved  it 
ip,  to  the  diftrefs  and  deftruftion  of  milli- 
ons— is  a talk  referved  alone  for  thofe,  who, 
for  the  fake  of  truth , are  willing  to  facrifice 
their  eafe  and  reputation  to  the  malevolence 
pf  ignorance  and  prejudice „ 


CHAP. 
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CHAP.  V. 


Christ  not  the  Giver  of  a new  Law . 


tc 

€ C 


<( 


«« 


tf  c 


tc 


IS 


Ji/TOSHEIM  (Eccl.  Hift.  Maclaines  edit. 

quarto,  vol.  i.  p.  295)  very  juftly  ob- 
ferves — <c  When  once  the  minijlers  of  the 
church  had  departed  from  the  antient  fim- 
plicity  of  religion,  abufes  were  daily  mul- 
tiplied ; and  fuperjiition  drew,  from  its 
horrid  fecundity,  an  incredible  number  of 
abfurdities,  which  were  added  to  the  doc- 
trine of  Christ  and  his  apoftles.” — This 
very  true,  and  very  ftrikingly  exemplified 
in  that  learned  and  accurate  writer’s  hiftory 
of  the  Chriftian  churchy  both  with  regard  to 
ceremonies  and  doffrines.  Among  other  ab- 
furdities in  point  of  do£lriney  is  the  notion 
that  “ Christ’s  million  upon  earth,  was  to 
exhibit  to  mortals  a new  lawy  diflinguilhed 
from  all  others  by  its  unblemifhed  fandhty 
and  perfection In  vol.  ii.  p.  277,  this  is 
reprefented  as  one  main  article  of  the  Socinian 
creed,  and  it  is  to  be  wifhed  that  it  never  had 
been  adopted  but  by  the  immediate  followers 
of  Socinuj.  Tet  this  is  the  language  we  hear 
daily,  and  is  at  the  bottom  of  that  extravagant 
notion  expreffed  by  Gronovtus  on  Grotius  de 

Jure,  tom.  i.  p.  274,  o&avo,  1735  — main- 
‘ ' - ‘ tained 


tc 

tc 


tc 
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tained  by  many  learned  men,  and  even  adopted 
as  an  axiom  by  the  generality  of  Chriftians,  as 
much  as  the  Pope  s fupremacy  and  infallibility 
were  before  the  ReJ ormation— namely , that 
“ Lex  naturae  & veteris  fcederis  concedunt 
“ poly  garni  am" — Phe  law  of  * nature  and 

* By  lex  natura , or  law  of  nature , I underhand,  for  my 
own  part,  as  far  as  I can  make  fenfe  of  the  expreflion, 
or  reconcile  it  to  truth , that  lex  non  fcripta , or  unwritten, 
lawy  given  of  God  to  Adaniy  and  from  him  derived  by 
tradition  to  the  people  of  God  till  the  time  of  Mofesr 
when  the  lex  fcripta , or  written  laWy  was  given  by  Mofes , 
See  John  i.  17.  former  party  and  Rom,  v.  13.  Both  thefer 
laws  are  in  fubltance  one  and  the  fame.  The  ?7ioral  obli- 
gation of  each  demanded  the  fame  obedience  ; the  ceremonial 
inftitutions  of  both  pointed  out  the  fame  facrifice  and 
atonement  for  fin.  Neither  of  thefe  laws  forbad  poly  gamy  y 
-therefore  it  was  pradfifed  by  Abraham — Jacoby  and  doubt- 
lefs  many  others  who  lived  under  what  is  called  the  pa- 
triarchal  difpenfation — as  well  as  by  the  Jews  under  the 
Mofaical  difpenfation.  As  for  what  is  generally  under- 
ftood  by  the  law  of  naturey  the  offspring  of  what  is  called 
the  light  of  naturey  or  the  mores  communes  naturali  rationi 
confentanei — GpvOT — by  which  I fuppofe  we  are  to  under- 
hand— “ Common  rules  of  moral  adtion,  which  are  con- 
“ fonant  to  every  man’s  natural  reafon ” — thus  making 
men  their  own  lawgiversy  as  to  what  is  morally  good  and 
evil ; this,  notwithstanding  all  the  learned  lumber  that 
has  been  written  upon  the  fubjedt,  is  a definition  not  un- 
like that  of  the  hate  of  Ifraef  when  they  had  no  king* 
but  every  man  did  that  which  was  right  in  his  own  eyes . 
Judges  xvii.  6,  A law  of  naturey  which  is  to  fpring  from, 
and  be  agreeable  to  every  man’s  natural  reafon  in  this 
corrupted  ltate,  is  a ridiculous  chimaray  that  may  bear  as 
many  forms  as  there  are  men  in  the  world.— It  is  Atheifm 
' at  bottom  (for  there  is  but  one  Lawgiver — compare 
If.  xxxiii.  22.  James  iv.  12.)  and  is  belt  defcribed 
by 

Monflrumy  horrendumy  informe , ingens , cui  lumen  adem  am. 

Let 


of  the 

“ Old 
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“ Old  Tef ament,  allow  polygamy,  but  it  is  for- 
bidden— “ Lege  Christi” — by  the  law  of 
Christ.  This  appears  to  be  the  opinion  of 
Grotius  in  that  place  on  which  Gronovius  com- 
ments : for  he  fays— Ex  Ciiristi  lege  ir- 
“ ritum  eft  conjugium  cum  eo  qui  maritus  lit 
“ alterius  mulieris,  objus  iHudquod  Chris- 
“ tus  foeminse  pudicitiam  fervanti  dedit  in 
**  maritum.” — By  the  law  of  Christ,  a mar- 
riage with  a man  who  is  the  hujband  of  another 
woman , is  void  and  of  none  effect,  by  rcafon  of 
the  right  which  Christ  gave  to  the  woman, 
who  prejerves  her  chaflity,  over  her  husband. 
Here  then  Christ  is  fet  up  to  exhibit  to 
mortals  a new  law,  and  that,  in  oppofition  to 
the  law  of  nature,  and  of  the  Old  'TeJ lament , as 

f-  ’ * 

Let  thofe  who  think  I carry  this  matter  too  far,  confult 
Rom.  l.  21,  &c.  which  paffage  of  h oly  writ  may  be 
looked  upon  as  a fummary  of  what  is  faid  in  the  Old  Tef- 
tament,  of  the  depravity,  blindneis,  ignorance,  and 
wickednefs  of  the  fallen  human  nature.  This  is  abun- 
dantly confirmed  by  all  hiftory,  and  daily  experience. 
Dr.  Alexander , Hi  ft.  of  Worn.  vol.  i.  p.  169,  fays,  very 
truly-— cc  Man,  in  that  rude  and  uncultivated  ftate  in 
“ which  he  originally  appears  in  all  countries,  before 
he  has  been  formed  by  fociety,  and  inftrutfted  by  ex- 
perience, is  an  animal,  differing  but  little  from  the 
wild  beafts  that  furround  him.”  Here  let  me  once 
more  recommend  to  the  reader' s perufal,  Dr.  Leland’s 
Advantage  and  Necejjity  of  the  Chrijlian  Revelation.  There 
he  will  fee  a very  authentic  account  of  what  man  is, 
4C  though  formed  by  fociety,  and  inftrudred  by  expe- 
rience, ” without  the  light  of  divine  revelation . This, 
not  as  it  refpedts  the  vulgar  and  illiterate , but  thofe  alfo 
who  are  handed  down  to  us,  as  moft  eminent  for  wifdomy 
learnings  and  philofophy. — The  world  by  wisdom 
knew  not  God,  1 Cor.  i.  21.  Comp.  Job  xi.  7,  8. 

Gronovius 
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Gronovius  expreffes  it.  How  this  idea  har- 
monizes with  the  herefy  of  Socinus , may  ap- 
pear from  the  fhort  view  which  we  have  of 
the  Socinian  theology , Mo  fly.  vol.  ii.  p.  276.—* 
€€  God,  who  is  infinitely  more  perfect  than 
44  man,  though  of  a fimilar  nature  in  fome 
44  refpedts,  exerted  an  adt  of  that  power  by 
44  which  He  governs  all  things,  in  confe- 
44  quence  of  which  an  extraordinary  perfon 
44  was  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary . That  per- 
44  fon  was  Jesus  Christ,  whom  God  firft 
44  tranflated  to  heaven,  and  having  inftrufted 
44  Him  fully  there  in  the  knowledge  of  His 
44  will,  counfels,  and  defigns,  fent  Him  again 
44  into  this  fublunary  world  to  promulgate  to 
44  mankind  a new  rule  of  life , more  excellent 
44  than  that  under  which  they  had  formerh 
44  lived,  to  propagate  the  truth  by  His  mi- 
<4  niftry,  and  to  confirm  it  by  His  death.” 
Thus  blafphemed  Socinus  again  ft  the  excel- 
lence, purity,  and  perfection  of  the  law  of 
Jehovah,  as  well  as  againft  the  glory  and 
divinity  of  the  Son  of  God  ! However,  this 
notion  about  a new  law  given  by  Christ,  is 
not  * to  be  called  the  invention  of  Socinus? 

' ' : ^ • who 

* Eufebius , the  famous  bifhop  of  Cafarea , one  of  the 
moffc  learned  Greek  writers  of  the  4th  century,  whofe 
eminent  talents  and  acquifitions  were  accompanied  by 
many  errors  and  defeats  (fee  Mojheim , Eccl.  Hift.  vol.  r. 
p.  286—7  ) fays,  in  Demonft.  Evang.  lib.  i.  c.  1.  that 
46  the  law  of  MoJ'es  was  given  only  to  the  Jewijh  nation* 

44  and  that  only  while  it  remained  in  its  own  country  :*'* 
from  whence  he  infers,  44  Ot/  JW  7**7©  irip*  Tpopn 7* 

44  e7 tpa  you*  irfonfintt”  44  That  on  this  account  there 

44  was 
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who  lived  fo  late  as  the  16th  century ; it  was 
a do&rine  of  the  Koran , when  the  importer 
* Mahomet  fet  up  his  religion  ; for  we  are 
there  informed,  that,  “ of  224,000  prophets 
“ which  have  from  time  to  time  been  fent 
cc  into  the  world — among  whom  313  were 
“ apojilesy  fent  with  fpecial  commiffions  to 
€c  reclaim  mankind  from  infidelity  and  fu- 
“ perftition— -fix  of  them  brought  new  laws 
“ for  that  purpofe,  which  fucceflively  abro - 
“ gated  the  preceding.  Thefewere,  1.  Adam; 
“2.  Noahy  3.  Abrahaniy  4.  Mofes , 5.  Jefus, 
“ 6 Mahomet See  Broughton,  Hift.  Lib; 
tit.  Mohammed. 

It  was  fundamentally  neceflfary  for  Maho- 
met's plan,  to  have  it  believed  that  God  had 
fent  feveral  prophets  into  the  world;  who  had 
fucceflively  abrogated  the  laws  of  thofe  who 
had  gone  before  : for  as  Mahomet  s intention 
was  to  appear  as  fuch  an  one  himfelf,  he  very 
artfully  kept  his  followers  from  looking  after 
the  credentials  of  his  million  in  the  writings 
of  the  Old  and  New  rfejiaments ; for^had  he 
appealed  to  thefe  himfelf,  or  referred  his  fol- 
lowers to  their  evidence  of  nis  million  from 
Go^,  He  mull  have  appeared  as  great  an 

<c  was  a neceility  for  another  prophet , and  anotoer  law . 
See  Barbeyracy  Fr.  notes  on  Grot,  de  Jure.  liv.  i.  c.  n 

§ 16.  note  1.  , .- 

* Earlier  ftill — “ Laftantius  confiders  Christ  s mit- 

c6  lion  as  having  no  other  end,  than  that  ot  leading  man- 
kind  to  virtue,  by  the  mo  ft  fubliine  precepts , and  the 
moft  perfect  example .”  Mojheiniy  vol.  i.  188,  note  h, 
century  4th. 


was 
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impojlor  in  their  eyes,  as  doubtlefs  he 
in  his  * own. 

The  blejfed  Jefus  proved  the  reality  of  His 
million,  by  a courfe  diredtly  contrary  to  this,; 
for,  in  all  His  teaching.  He  cpnftantly  ap- 
pealed to  the  law  and  the  prophets — £ ‘ It  is 

written ,”  was  His  warrant  for  all  He  faid 
and  did — He  founded  all  His  claim  to  the 
character  of  the  IVIessiah,  on  the  writings 
of  the  "j-  '-dd  r e (lament,  and  all  His  miracles 
were  a conftant  appeal  to  what  was  there 
foretold  concerning  him.  So  far  from  a f- 
fuming  to  Himfelf  the  authority  of  abro°-at- 
mg  that.  holy,  perfect,  and  fpiritual  rule  of 
hfe,  which  was  contained  in  the  law  given 
from  God  by  Mofes,  He  began  His  public 
minillry  with  the  moil:  folemn  proteft  againft 
luch  a fuppofition.  Therefore,  to  contend 
for  his  enabling  any  new  law,  contrary  to  the 
law  of  nature,  and  of  the  Old  Teft ament,  is  to 
call  in  queflion  His  veracity,  and  to  place 
Him  in  a ran!:  o!  impojlure  even  below  Ma- 
homet himfelf.  Mahomet  profelfed  + to  re- 


J "l> 

* Mahomet  was  too  cunning  not  to  be  fenfible  of  th  is 
Therefore  he  got  rid  of  all  danger  from  their  Z wv 
by  mak.ng  it  believed  that  the  fentateuch,  kt/  and 
gofpeh  were  fo  altered  and  corrupted,  that  'ittle  rr,A' > 

to  ther Tha;  God  had 

diminution.  Kol'an,.  ^ ^ ^ additi°"  or 

the+nu^Si0re"rUnner’  7ohn  the  app-al-d  to 

Mat?  Hi  !ftaTm\nt.f0r  th*  truth  °f  hi*  miff  S ec 
t Vh  Lukeiil-4-6,  with  John  i.  22  2?. 
t l his  adventurous  impoftor  declared  nublirlv?  rK 

h'  ™,  «<,»„,  h G „ 
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form,  but  in  truth  to  deftroy,  the  law  and 
the  prophets,  as  they  had  deftroyed  all  pre- 
ceding fyftems : whereas  Christ  moft  folemn- 
ly  declared — that  heaven  and  earth  could  fooner 
lafs,  than  one  jot  or  tittle  pafsjrom  the  law— 

‘ fhink  not,  faid  He,  that  I am  come  to  dejtroy 
the  law  or  the  prophets  -,  I am  not  come  to  de- 
ftroy, but  to  fulfil  So  far  from  abrogating 
the' y law,  or  rule  of  life,  which  had  been  de- 
livered by  the  hand  of  Mofes,  or  fettmg  up  a 
new  law  in  oppofition  to  it— He  came  into 
the  world  to  be  fubjedt  to  it  in  all  thing  , 
and  fo  to  fulfil  the  whole  rtghteoufnefs  or  1 . 
Matt.  iii.  15-  T 0 magnify  and  make  it  honour- 
able. If.  xlii.  21.  even  by  His  obedience  unto 
death.  Speaking  in  the  fprrit  of  prop  ecy 
(Pf.  xl.  8.)  He  fays —Lo— I come— in  the 
volume  of  the  book  it  is  written  of  me— I delight 
to  do  thy  will,  O my  God  - yea,  thy  law  « 
within  my  heart.  And  in  His  public  minift  y, 
how  uniformly  doth  he  fpeak  the  fame  thing  ? 
How  does  He  difclaim  the  imputation  ot 
abrogating  the  law  of  God,  and  01  letting  up 
any  new  law  of  His  own,  in  oppofition  to 
it?  He  whom  God  hath fent,  faid  fP 
eth  the  words  of  God.  John  111.  34;““  H 
doSlrine  is  not  mine,  but  His  that  Jen  m 

kn°wli  by  he  name  ci  1 \_Mahomt  calls 

Mofheim,  rart  1.  c.  2.  9 L f o Turkilb 

*Jefus  the  Reformer  of  the  Law  of  Mofes . 

voh  ii.  p- 11 6*  ec^t<  l^91'  John 
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John  vii.  16,  17. — If  any  man  will  do  His 
*1011!)  he  fhall  know  of  the  doklrine , whet  he?-  it 
he  of  God,  or  whether  1 [peak  of  myself. 
John  viii.  28. — I do  nothing  of  myself,  but 
as  my  Father  hath  taught  me  I /peak  thefe  things  a 
John  xii.  49,  50. — I have  ?iot  fpoke?i  of  my- 
self, but  the  Father  which  fent  Me,  He  gave 
Me  a co?nmandment  what  I fhould Jay , and  what 
I jhould  fpeak.  My  meat  is  to  do  the  will  of 
Him  that  fent  Me,  a?id  to  finiflo  His  work. 
John  iv.  34. — This  is  not  the  language  of  one 
who  came  to  abrogate  God’s  law,  as  deliver- 
ed by  Mofes,  and  to  fet  up  a new  law  of  His 
own,  contrary  to  the  rule  of  life  revealed  in 
the  Old  Teftament,  but  of  one  who  came  to 
fulfil  the  righteoufnefs  of  the  law,  every  precept 
of  which  He  revered,  whofe  every  command- 
ment He  perfectly  obeyed. 

Let  the  reader  turn  to  his  Bible,  and  con- 
fider  what  is  faid  of  the  law  of  God — Pf.  xix. 

7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  and  throughout  the  whole 

long  119th  Pfalm,  and  furely  he  muft  fay, 
that  the  idea  of  a more  excellent  law,  or  rule 
of  life,  than  is  therein  fet  forth,  is  as  replete 
with  folly,  as  it  is  with  blafphemy.  The  fame 
teftimony  which  the  Old  Teftament  bears  to 
the  perfeSlion  of  the  divine  law,  is  alfo  borne 


in  the  New  Teftament.  When  Christ  de- 
livers that  fummary  of  it,  Mark  xii.  30,  31, 
under  the  two  heads  of  the  love  of  God  with 
all  the  heart — and  the  love  of  our  neighbour  as 
of  ourfelves — Pie  fays — There  is  none  other 
commandment  greater  than  theje.  So  Paul , 

X 2 (Rom. 
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(Rom.  vii.  12.)  CJ the  law  is  holy,  and  the  com- 
mandment holy — -juft — and  good.  And  again 
(ver.  14.)  The  law  is  J’piritual. — Enter  not 
into  judgment  with  thy  J'ervant,  O Lord,  faith 
the  Pl'almift,  for  in  thy  fight  fall  no  man  liv- 
ing be  juflified.  Pf.  cxliii.  2. — For  by  the  deeds 
of  the  law  there  fall  no  flefh  be  jujiified  in  his 
fight,  faith  the  apofle,  Rom.  iii.  20.  And 
again,  Rom.  iii.  19.  Whatfoever  things  the 
daw  faith,  it  faith  to  them,  that  are  under 
the  law,  that  every  mouth  may  be fopped, 
and  all  the  world  become  guilty  before  God. 
After  all  this,  to  talk  of  “ a more  excellent 
“ ]aw — a more  pure  and  perfedt  rule  of  life,” 
goes  beyond  folly,  it  borders  upon  madnefs. 

But  as  madnefs  is  uiually  allowed  to  be  fo 
far  confiftent  with  itfelf,  as  to  argue  right, 
though  from  wrong  principles,  we  muft  ob- 
ferve  that  this  fcheme  of  abrogating  the  old 
law,  and  of  introducing  a new  one,  was  a 
neceflary  and  confident  part  of  the  Socinian 
plan — to  fuffer  a rule  of  life  to  remain,  which, 
from  its  purity  and  bolinefs,  concluded  all  men 
under  fin,  and  condemnation,  fo  that  no  jlejh 
could  be  juflified  by  it — and,  at  the  fame  time, 
to  deny  the  neceffity  of  a vicarious  fatisfadhon 
and  atonement  (which  is  the  very  marrow  of 
the  Socinian  herefy) — was  to  render  the  falva- 
tion  of  man  impoflible.  Socmus,  therefore,  to 
eilablifh  a confiftent  plan,  abrogates  the  divine 
law  as  delivered  by  Mofes,  by  which  man 
cannot  be  faved,  and  introduces  a new  law 
(called  the  law  of  Christ)  by  which  he 

Plight 
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might  be  faved.  This  made  way  for  the  reft 
of  the  * Socinian  fcherne,  fo  that  the  divinity 

7 j 

of  Christ’s  perfon — His  vicarious  obedience 
*—fufferings — atonement — and  fatisfaBion— be- 
ing rendered  unneceftary,  were  all  ftruck  out 
of  the  Socinian  gofpel . Thus  the  pride  of 

fallen  man’s  reafon,  or  rather  the  reafonings 
of  his  pride,  are  made  to  triumph  over  the 
wifdom  of  God.  But  as  in  all  wickednefs 
there  is  folly , fo  in  this  ; for  if  no  man  could 
be  jufified  by  a law  lefs  excellent,  pure , and 
perfeB , how  could  he  be  faved  by  one  that  is 
more  fo?  This  has  been  feen  by  the  Socinians; 
therefore — fin  eerily  is  their  gofpel  obedience, 
and  if  they  fail  here  (as  fail  they  muft)  a 
fincere  dejire  to  obey  will  ferve  the  turn.— 
Thus  ends  the  Socinian , with  the  Mahometan , 
in  the  deftrudtion  both  of  the  law  and  the 
gofpel:  and  Christ,  like  Mahomet , is  to  an- 
nihilate Mofes  and  the  prophets ! 

If  we  attend  to  our  Saviour  s preaching, 
and  efpecially  to  that  heavenly  difeourfe  de- 
livered from  the  Mount,  we  fhall  find  Him  a 
moft  zealous  advocate  for  the  law  of  God,  as 
delivered  by  Mofes.  We  fhall  find  Him 
ft  ripping  it  of  the  falfe  gloffes,  by  which  the 
Je  vvifh  rabbles  had  obfeured  or  perverted  its 

Tuj kjjh  Spy , Y oi.  ii.  Lett.  15.  writing  to  the 
Jldufti  concerning  different  Chrijlian  fedis,  fays,  tc  There 
is  a feet  which  they  call  Socinians,  who  feem  to  preach 

“ out  of  tbe  vei7  book  glory,  (i.  C.  the  Alcoran ) de- 
nyjng  the  divinity  of  Jefus  the  fon  of  Man  the 
CAhriJhan\ f Meftias ; even  as  our  divine  Law- Aver 
does,  in  fever  a!  chapters  and  verficles  of  the  Alcoran 

X 3 meaning. 
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meaning,  and  restoring  it  to  that  purity  and 
Spirituality  by  which  it  reacheth  even  to  the. 
thoughts  and  intents  of  the  heart.  For  inftance, 
when  Fie  is  about  to  enter  upon  a faithful 
exposition  of  the  moral  law , left  his  hearers 
Should  imagine,  that. what  he  was  about  to 
fay,  was  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  Old  Tel- 
tament,  being  fo  different  from  the  teaching 
of  the  Scribes  and  P bar  fees,  He  prefaces  his 
difcourfe  with  thofe  remarkable  works — • 
Matt.  v.  17 — 20.  ‘Think  not  that  I am  come  to 
defiroy  the  law  or  the  prophets,  I am  not  come 
to  defir oy,  but  to  fulfil  j for  verily  I fay  unto 
you,  till  heaven  and  earth  pafs  away,  one  jot  or 
one  tittle  Jhall  not  pafs  from  the  law,  till  all  be 
fulfilled.  So  far  from  abrogating  the  old  rule 
of  life  delivered  from  God  by  Mofes,  no  one 
fingle  part  of  it,  not  a fentence — a word—  a 
letter — a bit  of  a letter,  was  to  be  deftroyed. 
Whofoever,  therefore,  Jhall  break  one  of  thefe 
lead  commandments,  and  Shall  teach  men  fo, 
he  Jhall  be  called  the  leaf  in  the  kingdom  of 
heaven •,  but  whofoever  Jhall  do  and  teach  them, 
the  fame  Jhall  be  called  great  in  the  kingdom  of 
heaven.  What  commandments  were  thefe  f 
The  fequel  Shews  that  they  were  the  com- 
mandments of  the  moral  law,  or  rule  oj  life, 
delivered  from  God  by  Mofes.  For  except 
your  nghteoufnefs  (or  conioi  mity  to  t loie 
commandments,  which  ought  to  be  internal 
and  fpiritual) ■ exceed  the  righteoufnejs  oj  the 
Scribes  and  Pharifees  (which  was  merely  out- 
ward and, formal)  ye  Jhall  in  no  cafe  enter  into 
the  kingdom  of  heaven.  Fie  then  enters  upon 
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an  expofition  of  the  fixth  commandment, 
which  He  vindicates  from  the  bare,  outward, 
literal  conftrudtion,  received  by  old  tradition , 
and  taught  by  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees—Y e 
have  heard  that  it  was  faid  by  them  of  old  time , 
Thou  fhalt  not  kill , and  whofoever  (hall  kill, 
fo all  be  in  danger  of  the  judgment — but  I fay 
unto  you,  that  whofoever  is  angry  with  his 
brother  without  a caufe , jhall  be  in  danger  of 
the  judgment:  and  whofoever  ft  all  fay  to  his 
brother , Raca,  ftall  be  in  danger  of  the  council: 
but  whofoever  ftall  fay — Yhou  fool — ftall  be  in 
danger  of  hell-fire. — This — 66  I fay  unto  you 
—does  not  imply  that  Christ  meant  to 
abrogate  God’s  law  againft  murder , and  to 
fet  up  a new  law  of  His  own  inftead  thereof 
— but  to  (hew  the  people,  that  what  they 
had  been  taught  by  the  Scribes  and  Pharifeesr 
after  the  tradition  of  the  elders , namely,  ta 
look  upon  the  fixth  commandment  as  reach- 
ing only  to  the  outward  adl  of  murder , was 
falfe,  for  that,  in  the  fpiritual  view  and  in- 
tendment of  that  law , it  forbad  every  temper 
which  refembled  it,  or  could  lead  to  it ; fuch 
as  violent,  caufelefs,  unprovoked  anger,  or 
any  malicious  inclination  of  the  heart,  break- 
ing forth  and  (hewing  itfelf  in  opprobrious 
and  injurious  language  ; thefe  are  as  contrary 
to  the  law  of  the  fecond  table — c±hou  fhalt  love 
thy  neighbour  as  tbyfelf~\n  their  nature  and 
tendency,  as  murder  itfelf.  So  i John  iii.  15. 
He  that  hateth  his  brother  is  a murderer , and 
ye  know  that  no  murderer  hath  eternal  life  abid- 
ing in  him . 


Christ 
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Christ  then  proceeds  to  explain  the 
feventh  commandment.  Ye  have  he and  that 
it  was  faid  by  them  of  old  time.  Thou  fhalt  not 
commit  adultery . But  I fay  unto  you , that , 
whofoever  looketh  upon  a woman  to  luft  after 
her,  hath  already  committed  adultery  with  her 
in  his  heart.  This — “ but  I fay  unto  you  — 
does  not  imply  that  Christ  meant  to  repeal 
the  feventh  commandment,  but  to  explain  it, 
as  he  had  done  the fixth,  and  to  drew  that  it 
not  only  meant  to  forbid  the  adt  of  defiling 
another’ s wife  (yuvXiKx)  but  even  indulging  in 
the  heart  an  evil  defire  towards  her.  -Whereas 
the  Scribes  and  Pharifees,  after  the  tradition  of 
the  elders,  ftuck  to  the  outward  letter,  and 
taught,  that  nothing  but  the  outward aB  was 
a breach  of  this  law.  What  our  Lord  faid 
here  was  no  new  commandment,  but  what 
was  implied  in  the  tenth  commandment— Thou 
(halt  not  covet  (luft  after)  thy  neighbour  s wife. ^ 
So  Prov.  xxiv.  9.  Thhe  thought  of  foolijlmefs 

is  fin  * 

Again.  Ye  have  heard  that  it  has  been  f aid 
by  them  of  old  time,  Yhcu  jhalt  not  forfwear 
thyfelf,  but  Jhalt  perform  unto  the  Lord  thine 
oaths.  But  I fay  unto  you.  Swear  not  at  all, 
neither  by  heaven,  for  it  is  God  s throne,  nor 
by  the  earth,  for  it  is  His footjlool,  ecc.— out 
let  your  communication  b eyea,  yea,  and  nay, 
nay  ; for  whatfoever  is  more  than  tkeje  coineth 
of  evil.  Our  Lord,  by  His—'4  but  I fay 
f.  unio  you’’— doth  not  enadl  any  new  law, 
but  explains  and  reftores  the  honour  of  the 
third  commandment— 2 hou  Jhalt  not  take  tag 
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name  of  the  Lord  thy  God  in  vain.  This 
evidently  forbids  all  vain  and  rafli  lwearing, 
and  the  ufe  of  God’s  holy  name  m 

vain,  to  no  purpofe,  in  men  s communication, 
with  each  other.  Even  {wearing  by  the  crea - 
tures,  is  an  interpretative  breach  of  this  com- 
mandment; for,  as  our  Lord  {hews,  there 
is  no  creature  but  hath  fome  relation  to  God* 
Te  have  heard  that  it  hath  been  faid9  An  eye 
for  an  eye,  a tooth  for  a tooth ; but  I fay  unto 
you,  that  ye  refift  not  evil , but  whofo  ever  fall 
fmite  thee  on  the  right  cheek,  turn  to  him  the 
other  alfo , &c.  This  refers  to  Exod.  xxi.  24, 
where  the  law  of  retaliation  was  ena&ed,  to 
be  adminiftered  by  the  judges  of  Ifrael  in  a 
judicial  way,  on  the  lawful  conviction  of 
offenders : but  the  Jews,  who  were  taught 
to  abufe  every  thing,  made  this  a rule  of  pro- 
ceeding in  their  own  private  alts  of  revenge 
upon  one  another.  Such  a temper  and  difpoii- 
tion  as  this  was  very  Jinful  to  indulge,  much 
more  fo  to  gratify;  our  Lord  therefore 
checks  this,  by  teaching  patience  and  for- 
bearance, and  doing  good  to,  rather  than  in- 
juring, their  enemies . But  ftill  here  is  no 
new  law,  the  Old  Teftament  taught  the  fa  le. 
Exod.  xxi'ii.  4,  5.  If  thou  meet  thine  enemy  s 
afs  or  his  ox  going  a ft  ray,  thou  Jhalt  purely  bring 
it  back  to  him  again.  If  thou fee  the  ajs  of  him 
that  hatetlo  thee  lying  under  his  burden , and 
wouldfl  forbear  to  help  him , thou  Jhalt  purely 
help  with  him.  — Prov.  xxiv.  17.  Rejoice  not 
when  thine  enemy  falleth,  and  let  not  thine  heart 
be  glad  when  he  fiumbleth,  left  the  Lord  fee  it. 
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and  it  difpleafe  Him . — Prov.  xxv.  21.  If  thine 
enemy  % hunger , give  him  bread  to  eat ; if  he 
be  thirfty,  give  him  water  to  drink . — Lev.xix. 
17,  18.  Thou  fkalt  not  hate  thy  brother  in  thine 
heart — thou  Jhalt  not  -f*  avenge , nor  bear  any 
grudge  againji  the  children  of  thy  people > but 
thou  Jhalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyfelf.  I am 
the  Lord.  All  this  is  but  faying  what 
Christ  fays  in  other  words. — This  dodtrine 
is  inforced  by  example , as  well  as  taught  by 
precept,  in  the  Old  Teftament.  See  1 Sam. 
xxiv.  17,  18,  19,  with  Pf.  vii.  4.  Eut  what 
a bright  example  have  we,  of  rewarding  evil 
with  good,  in  the  character  of  Jofeph  ? Gen. 
xlv.  &c. 

Give  to  him  that  ajketh  thee , and  from  him  that 
would  borrow  of  thee  turn  thou  not  away.  This 
is  the  very  language  of  Deut.  xv.  7,  8,  10. 

Te  have  heard  that  it  hath  been  fail.  Thou 
jhalt  love  thy  neighbour  and  hate  thine  enemy  : 
they  certainly  had  heard  fuch  a dodtrine  from 
the  Scribes  and  Pharifees , but  it  was  falfe;  the 
law  faid.  Thou  Jhalt  love  thy  neighbour , but 

* We  find  the  prophet  Eltfia  preaching  this  very 
dodtrine  to  the  king  of  Ifrael , with  refpedt  to  his  enemies 
the  Syrians,  who  were  captivated  at  Samaria^  during  the 
war  with  the  kings  of  Syria.  See  2 Kings  vi.  22. 
f Mr.  Bate , on  this  place,  well  obferves, — cc  It  is 
wonderful,  that  they,  who  read  thefe  commandments, 
<c  can  talk  of  the  fpirit  of  the  law's  differing  from  that  of 
the  gofpel,  as  if  the  Spirit  of  God  could  differ  from 
Himself,  and  the  fame  love  were  not  required  of  the 
cc  Jew  as  is  of  the  Chrijlian  ; when,  on  the  love  of  Got* 
and  our  neighbour , hang  all  the  law  and  the  prophets, 
according  to  both  the  Old  and  New  Teftament.” 


[ 3»5  1 

in  no  part  of  it*  * Lhou  Jhcilt  hate,  thine  enemy  * 
diredly  the  contrary,  Lev.  xix.  1 8.  Yet  what 
numbers  of  people  are  there,  that  believe  it 
did  allow  hatred  to  enemies , and  that  the  for - 
givenefs  of  them,  and  doing  them  good , was 
never  known  till  Christ  preached  it!  The 
apofle  tells  us— Love  worketh  no  ill  to  his 
neighbour  y therefore  love  is  the  fulfilling  of  the 
law . Rom.  xiii.  io.  What  law  is  meant, 
appears  ver.  8,9;  not  a new  law  ^Christ, 
but  the  old  law  delivered  from  God  by  Mofes • 
As  there  is  but  one  lawgiver  (James  iv.  12.) 
fo  there  is  but  one  law  *. 

More  inftances  of  the  truth  above  contend- 
ed for  might  be  adduced,  but  I will  refer  the 
reader  to  but  one  more  on  this  part  of  the 
fubjed,  wherein,  if  Christ  could  ever  have 
had  the  lead  intention  of  abrogating  the  old 
rule  of  lifey  given  from  God  by  Mofes , and 
fetting  up  a new  one  of  his  own , he  had  a fair 
opportunity  of  declaring  it. — Matt.  xix.  16. 
One  came  unio  hiniy  and  faid9  Good  mafier , 
what  good  thing  fall  I do,  that  I may  have 
eternal  life  ? He  faid  unto  hiniy  If  thou  wilt 
enter  into  lifey  keep  the  commandments . He 

faith  unto  Him , Which ? Jesus  faid9  c£hou 
fait  do  no  murder — thou  fait  not  commit  adul- 
tery— thou  fait  not  Jieal — thou  fait  not  bear 

* Nothing  can  be  clearer  upon  this  point,  than  our 
Saviour’s  fummary  of  all  He  had  been  faying  on  the 
fubjeft  of  relative  duties,  throughout  the  whole  of  His 
divine  difeourfe.  Therefore , all  things  whatfoever  ye 
would  that  tnen  Jhould  do  to  you , do  ye  even  fo  to  them , for 

- THIS  IS  THE  LAW  AND  THE  PROPHETS . 

/# 
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falfe  witnefs — honour  thy  father  and  thy  mother 
— and — thou  fait  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyfelf 
I he  young  man  faith  unto  Him,  All  thefe  things 
have  I kept  from  my  youth  up : what  lack  I yet? 
Jesus  faid  unto  him,  If  thou  wilt  be  perfect, 
fell  that  thou  haft , and  give  to  the  poor , and 
thou  Jhalt  have  trecifure  in  heaven ; and  come 
and follow  me.  The  ufe  which  I would  make 
of  this  fcripture,  is  to  fhew  that  every  ne- 
ceftary  requifite  for  entering  into  life , as  far  as 
the  fecond  table  of  the  law  is  concerned,  is 
here  fet  down-— but  we  find  not  a fyllable  of 
any  new  law , or  one  jot  or  tittle  fubtracfted 
from  the  old.  Comp.  Luke  x.  25 — 28. 
The  old  law  is  repeated  word  for  word,  and 
fummed  up  in  its  fpiritual  fenfe  and  import 
in  the  laft  fentence,  which  occurs  in  the  Old 
Teftament  in  juft  the  fame  words.  See  Lev. 
xix.  18.  Thou  flealt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thy- 
felf*—  The  proof  which  our  Lord  required 
of  this  man’s  ftncerity , that  of  giving  to  the 
poor , was  as  much  a duty  under  the  Old 
Teftament  as  under  the  new.  See  Deut.  xv. 
7 — 11,  andPf.  xli.  1.  T he  following  Christ 
was  fo  far  from  being  a new  law , that  it  was 
the  only  way  to  heaven  which  God  ever  re- 
vealed fince  the  fall  of  man.  Comp.  Deut. 
xviii.  15,  with  Ails  iii.  22,  23,  24,  and 
Matt.  xvii.  5. 

But  it  hath  been  urged,  that  Christ  de- 
clared Himfelf  to  introduce  a new  law,  John 
xiii.  34.  where  He  faith,  A new  command- 
ment give  I unto  you.  The  context  runs  thus  : 
A new  commandment  give  / unto  you , that  ye 
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Jove  one  another ; at  I have  loved  you,  that  ye 
alfo  love  one  another. — By  this  pall  all  men 
know  that  ye  are  My  difciples , if  ye  have  love  one 
to  another.  It  furely  cannot  be  meant,  that, 
by  the  term  “ new  commandment,  we  are  to 
imderrtand  the  introduction  of  fome  law 
tally  new  in  itfelf,  as  to  the  mattei  of  it,  with- 
out evident  inconffency , and  abfolute  contra- 
diction: for  our  Lord  fays.  Matt.  xxii.  39* 

¥0  love  our  neighbour  as  ourfelves , is  one  01 
the  two  great  commandments , on  which  hang 

ALL  THE  LAW  AND  THE  PROPHETS.  And 

St.  ‘John  fpeaks  of  our  loving  one  another , as 
an  old  commandment  which  we  had  from  the  be- 
ginning. Comp.  1 John  ii.  7,  8.  with  2 John 
v.  6.  St.  Paul  faith,  Rom.x iii.  8.  Owe  ng 
man  any  thing,  but  to  love  one  another— he  that 
loveth  another  julfdleth  the  law.  For  this— 
thou  jhalt  not  commit  adultery— thou  Jhalt  not 
kill— thou  fait  not  bear  falfe  witnefs—thou 
fait  not  covet— and  if  there  be  any  other 
commandment,  it  is  briefly  comprehended 
in  this  faying —Tfhou  fait  love  thy  neighbour 
as  thyfelf.  Love  worketh  no  ill  to  his  neigh- 
bour, therefore  love  is  the  fulfilling 
OF  THE  LAW.  Comp.  2 John  5,  6.  So 
James  ii.  8.  If  ye  fulfil  the  Royal  Law  (vc[xqv 
according  to  the  scripture, 
Tfhou fait  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyfelf  (See 
Lev.  xix.  1 8 . ) ye  do  well . But  if  ye  have  re - 
fpeti  to  perfons  (See  Lev.  xix.  15.  Prov. 
xxiv.  23.  xxviii.  21 .)  ye  commit fin,  and  are 
convinced (s?\€y%c[s.£VGt,  convidted)  of  the  law 
as  tranfgrejfors . For  whofoever  fall  keep  the 

whole 
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•whole  law,  and  yet  offend  in  one  point  (or 
injlance — ev  evi)  is  guilty  of  all — i.  e.  “ He  is 
“ as  truly  a fnner,  and  as  truly  lubjeft  to 
“ punilhment,  though  not  fo  feverely,  as  if 
**  he  had  adiually  been  guilty  of  all  poflible 
“ tranfgreffion  againft  God’s  laws.”  See 
Parkhurff s Gr.  & Eng.  Lex.  fub  voc.  svo%os. 
For  He  that  faid , Do  not  co?nmit  adultery  ,*  faid 
alfo,  Do  not  kill.  Now,  if  thou  commit  no  adul- 
tery, yet  if  thou  kill,  thou  art  become  a tranfgref- 
for  of  the  law,  ver.  n. — i.  e.  by  offending 
againft  the  authority  of  the  Lawgiver. 
Whether  in  one  01  more  inftances  this  be 
done,  the  whole  law,  confidered  as  one  en- 
tire rule  of  obedience,  is  violated,  and  the  of- 
fender of  courfe  liable  to  punifhment.  Comp. 
Gal.  iii.  io.  See  a very  fenfible  paraphrafe  on 
fames  ii.  8—12,  in  Guyfe  s Paraphafe  on  the 
New  Teftament. 

St.  fames  addreffes  this  epiftle  to  the  be-, 
lieving  Jews,  but  holds  forth  no  other  rule 
of  obedience  to  them,  than  the  royal  law 
delivered  from  God  to  Mofes , and  recorded 
in  the  Old  Teftament.  For  the  perfect  law 
of  liberty , fee  chap.  i.  25.  and  chap.  ii.  12. 
See  Guyfe’ s Paraphrafe  on  the  New  Tefta- 
ment, note  on  fames  i.  25.  and  onRom.m.  27. 

Deinonftration  cannot  be  clearer,  if  thefe 
paflages  be  duly  confidered,  that  Christ 
could  not  mean,  by  a new  commandment,  one 
that  had  never  before  exifted,  but  to  eftablifti 
the  old  commandment  among  His  difciples,  not 
only  on  the  footing  of  its  general  obligation  as 
they  were  men,  butalfo  on  that  fpecial  confider- 

ation 
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ation  of  their  relation  to  Him , and  to  one  an- 
other  as  His  difciples,  fo  as,  if  need  were,  to  lay 
down  their  lives  for  each  other.  The  inforcing 
this  by  a new  £ example— on  new  obligations,  on 
new  motives — feems  to  be  the  meaning  of 
Christ’s  calling  the  law  of  brotherly  love  a. 
new  commandment.  So  his  difciple  john, 
(i  John  lii.  14.)  We  know  that  we  have  pa  fed 
from  death  unto  life,  becaufe  we  love  the  brethren-, 
and  ver.  16.  Hereby  perceive  we  the  love  of 
God,  becaufe  he  laid  down  Idis  life  for  us,  and 
we  owht  to  lay  down  cur  lives  for  the  brethren. 
Something  like  this  intenfe  affedion  we  read 
of  in  the  Old  Teftament.  From  what  other 
motive  could  Mofes  fpeak,  when  he  faid,  on 
the  behalf  of  his  offending  brethren  (Exod. 
xxxii-  32.)  Oh  this  people  have  fnned  a great 
fm,  and  have  made  them  gods  of  gold  ! (ver.  31 .) 
yet  now , if  TlIjou  wilt,  forgive  their  fm,  and  if 
not,  blot  me,  I pray  thee,  out  of  thy  book 
which  thou  haf  written . See  alfo  2 Sam. 

xxiv.  17,  where  David  pleads  with  God  for 
the  people,  when  he  faw  the  angel  that  fmGte 
them,  and  faid  — I have  finned,  I have  done 
wickedly  ; but  thefe  fieep,  what  have  they  done  ? 
let  thine  hand,  I pray  thee,  be  againft  me,  and 
againjl  my  father  s houfe . How  were  both 
thefe  great  men  eminent  types  of  the  good 
Shepherd,  who  laid  down  His  life  for  the  Jheep! 
John  x.  11.  Here  we  may  alfo  obferve  the 
amiable  and  affedtionate  condudt  of  Abigail, 

J Which  may  be  inferred  from  the  words— “ as  / 
**  have  loved  you /* 

when. 
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when*  on  the  behalf  of  her  churlifh  hufband 
Nabal,  fhe  ventured  forth  to  meet  the  angry 
Davidy  and  his  men , i Sam.  xxv.  18,  22,  23, 
taking  his  fault  upon  herfelf  Upon  me,  faid 
fhe,  my  lordy  let  this  iniquity  bey  and  let  thine 
handmaid , I pray  thceyfpeak  in  thine  audience , 
and  hear  the  words  of  thine  handmaid : then  fol- 
lows, to  ver.  32.  one  of  the  moft  noble , though 
fimple  inftances  of  the  perfection  and  per- 
fuafivenefs  of  eloquence  that  we  meet  with, 
even  in  the  facred  writings : one  would  al- 
moft  think  that  Virgil  had  this  tranfaction  and 
that  of  David's  in  his  view,  when  he  wrote 
the  fpeech  of  Nifus  to  the  Rutuliansy  on  the 
behalf  of  Euryalus,  as  much  as  that  he  had 
the  prophecy  of  Ifaiah  before  him,  when  he 
wrote  his  Pollio . 

Mey  Mey  adfum  qui  feciy  in  Me  convertite  ferrum  \ 

O Rutuliy  mea  fraus  omnis  ; nihil  i/ley  nec  aufus 
Necpotuit. — Caelum  hoc  id  confcia  Sydera  tejlor . 

'Tantum  infelicem  minium  dilexit  ami  cum* 

“ Me,  Me,  he  cry’d,  turn  all  your  fwords  alone 
On  me;  the  fat  confefs’d,  the  fault  my  own. 

He  neither  could  or  durft,  the  guiltlefs  youth — 

“ Ye  moon  and  flars  bear  witnefs  to  the  truth  ! 
cc  His  only  crime  (if  friendfhip  can  offend) 
cc  Is  too  much  love  to  his  unhappy  friend.’’ 

Dryden. 

So  in’  the  friendfhip  between  David  and 
"Jonathan — 1 Sam.  xviii.  1. — where  it  is  faid 
~—the  foul  of  Jonathan  was  knit  with  the  foul  of 

Davidy 
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Davicl>  and  Jonathan  loved  him  as  his  own  foul : 
and  ver.  3. — then  Jonathan  and  David  made 
a covenant , becaufe  he  loved  him  as  his  own  fouL 
And  we  actually  find  Jonathan  interpofing 
with  Saul  on  the  behalf  of  David , even  at  the 
rifque  of  his  own  life . 1 Sam.  xx.  32,  33.  So 
David's  affedtion  to  Abfalom— Would  to  God 
I had  died 'for  thee , my  foil  / 2 Sam.  xviii.  33. 
And,  to  the  fhame  of  us  Chrifians  be  it  fpoken, 
this  heroic  and  difinterefted  friendfhip  is  even 
to  be  found  among  the  Heathen  (in  notion  at 
leaf!:)  witnels  the  fine  and  beautiful  ftory  of 
Nyfus  and  Euryalus.  Virg.  fEn.  ix.  1.  427,  &c. 
Even  Epicurus  could  fay,  “ that  a wife  man 
will  fome times  die  for  his  friend/'  See 
Leland,  vol.  ii.  p.  96. 

We  muft  readily  allow,  that  the  Redeem- 
£r’s  love  to  his  people  furpafleth  all  human 
conception,  as  to  the  full  and  adequate  know- 
ledge and  comprehenfidn  of  it,  and  leaves,  at 
an  immeafurable  diftance,  all  the  iriftances  of 
the  mo  ft  difinterefted  love  and  friendfhipy  that 
ever  did,  or  can  exift  among  mortals.  This 
is  finely  touched  by  the  pen  of  infpiration, 
Rom.  v.  7.  For  fear cely  for  a righteous  man 
will  one  die  : yet  peradventure  (rxyjiy  perhaps) 
for  a good  man  Jorne  would  even  dare  to  die . But 
God  commendeth  his  love  to  us , in  that  while  we 
were  yet  finners  (and  therefore — enemies , ver. 
10.)  Christ  died  for  us . Well  then  may  the 
fame  Apostle  (Eph.  iii.  19.)  call  it— l7r$p- 
CaMovaxv  7 w yvwo-focc  xyxTrviv  th  Xpifov—the  love 
if  Christ  which  pajfeth  knowledge . Thefe 
confiderations  may  fuffice  to  ftie'w,  that  our 
I*  Y Lord’s 
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Lord’s— kxQm  viyttirwaviicK — AS  I have  loved 
you — is  not  to  be  taken  in  any  other  fenfe, 
than  as  directory  for  the  motives  of  their  af- 
fection towards  each  other,  or  to  defcribe  the 
manner  of  that  love  which  they  were  to  bear 
each  other  as  his  difciples , and  for  his  fake . 
This  was  a new  commandment , not  as  to  the 
matter  of  it  (for  love  is  the  fulfilling  of  the 
law)  but  as  to  the  manner  and  meafure  of  it, 
grounded  on  the  new  principle  of  their  re- 
lationfhip  to  him , and  to  each  other  in  him . 

A like  fentiment  occurs  Luke  vi.  36.  Be 
ye  therefore  merciful , as  (k&6c*x)  your  Father  is 
merciful ; where  God's  mercy  to  man,  is  made 
the  rule  of  our  dealings  with  each  other. 
What  is  there,  in  all  this,  contrary  to,  or  in- 
confident  with,  Mofes  and  the  prophets  ? 

<<  But  we  meet  with  the  very  expreffion — 
« the  law  of  Q hrist,  Gal.vi.  2. — Bear  ye  one 
« another  s burdens , and  fo  fulfil  the  law  of 
iC  Christ." — By  bearing  one  another  s bur- 
dens (a  metaphor  taken  from  eafing  another 
by  carrying  a burden  for  him,  or  affifting  him 
in  carrying  it)  I fhould  apprehend  that  we  are 
to  underhand,  what  the  . Apoftle  expreffes  — 
Rom.  xii.  15. — by  weeping  with  them,  that 
weep ) i»  e.  fo  to  be  affected  with  then  fot  - 
rows,  as  even  to  make  them  our  own , and  to 
be  as  affiduous  in  their  removal,  or  alleviation, 
as  we  fhould  be  were  they  our  own  But  is 
this  a new  law  of  Christ,  in  opposition  to. 


& This  fympathetic  tendernefs  is  finely 
Apo/He , 1 Cor.  xii.  25,  2.6, 


touched  by  the 
inconfiftent 
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inconfiftent  with,  or  differing  in  the  matter  of 
it  from,  the  law  of  the  Old  Teftament  ? Ra- 
ther, doth  not  this  fall  under — thou  fhalt  love 
thy  neighbour  as  thyfelf  ? Compare  Gal.  v.  14. 
This  was  to  be  obl'erved  under  the  Old  Tel- 
tament,  as  well  as  under  the  New  ; we  find 
this  exemplified  in  thole  familiar  instances 
put  Deut.  xxii.  1 — 4.  Nor  was  this  to  be 
confined  to  friends  only,  but  to  be  extended 
to  enemies . Exod.  xxiii.  4,  5.  Though  the 
letter  of  thefe  laws  expreffed  only  things 
comparatively  trivial,  yet,  doubtlefs,  the 
fpirit  of  them  extended  to  matters  of  more 
ferious  confequence,  and  were  rules  for  their 
condudt  towards  each  other  in  whatever  cala- 
mities they  or  theirs  might  be  involved  : a 
very  flriking  inftance  of  this  appears  (Pfalm 
xxxv.  12,  13,  14.)  in  the  behaviour  David 
obferved  with  refpeft  to  fome  of  his  ungrate- 
ful enemies* — they  rewarded  me  evil  for  good , to 
the  foiling  of  my  foul  — to  the  depriving 

it  of  comfort.)  But  as  for  me , when  they  were 
fick  (or  afflidledy  as  nbn  alfo  fignifies)  my  cloth- 
ing was Jackcloth — I humbled  my  foul  with  fa  ft - 
ing — I behaved  my f elf  as  though  he  had  been  my 
friend  or  brother— I bowed  down  heavily  as  one 
that  mourneth  for  his  mother . 

However,  by  the  * law  of  Christ,  may 
we  not  luppofe  fomething  more  to  be  meant 

than 

* Thofe  phrafes— the  law  of  Christ—//^  ChrlJUan 
law — the  law  of  the  go f pel — the  morality  of  the  gof pel — the 
law  of  the  New  Teftament — as  they  are  commonly  ufed 
and  underflood,  have  greatly  confounded  the  ideas  of 

Y 2 mankind 
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than  as  to  the  doclrine  which  He  taught  im 
conformity  to  the  law  of  love  ? May  we  not 
fuppofe,  that  here  is  a reference  to  the  * ex- 
ample He  fet — to  the  principle  of  aid  ion  (for 
fo  X vojuioc  fometimes  is  to  be  underftood — fee 
Rom.  vii.  21.)  which  led  Him  to  bear  our 

mankind  with  regard  to  true  and  genuine  Chriftianityr 
and  have  added  no  little  ftrength  to  the  caufe  of  Socinian - 

ifm . 

All  this  arifes  from  a want  of  duly  confidering  and 
underftanding  the  nature , ufe , and  properties  of  the  divine 
laiv , as  well  as  the  place  it  holds  in  the  ceconomy  of  the 
covenant  of  redemption. 

Its  nature. — Spiritual — holy — -juft — and  good — there- 
fore can  never  fave,  but  be  the  miniftration  of  death  and 
condemnation  to  us  as  tranfgreflors  and  guilty  creatures. 
So  that  which  was  ordained  unto  life  to  the  innocent , muft 
be  found  to  be  unto  death  to  the  guilty.  See  Rom.  vii.  io, 

1 2,  14*  2 Cor.  iii.  7,  9* 

Its  ufe. — To  convince  of  fin — and  thus  to  lead  the  {in- 
ner to  the  atonement,  fatisfa&ion,  righteoufnefs,  and 
death  of  Christ,  for  pardon,  juftification,  acceptance, 
and  life  eternal.  See  Rom. •vii.  7,  8,  9,  10.  Gal.  ii.  19, 
&c.  j 111.  19?  Sic. 

Its  properties. — Being  written  in  the  hearty  and  put  into- 
the  mind , it  becomes  a rule  of  life  to  the  believer,  an  holy 
directory  to  (hew  him  how  he  ought  to  walk  and  to  pleafe 
God  ; and,  in  the  fight  of  the  purity , perfections  and 
holinefs  of  the  divine  law , to  live  under  conftant  felt-abafc- 
ment,  and  deep  humility,  looking  for  the  mercy  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  unto  eternal  Ufe.  See  Jer.  xxxi.  33,  34' 
Eph.  ii.  10.  Tit.  ii.  11,  12,  13.  Jude  21.  Phil.  iii.  9* 
Thofe  who  live  under  a practical  view  of  thele  things, 
are  not  only  almofts  but  altogether  Chriftians , and  can  no 
more  think  ol  a new  lazu , than  of  a new  gofpel '•  Ha\  mg 
drank  of  the  old  wine  of  divine  truths  they  delire  not  the 
new  wine  of  human  error  (Luke  v.  39.)  for  they  fay  the 
old  is  better . 

* John  xiii.  15.  Rom.  xv.  5*  1 2T* 

\ See  ParkhurfPs  Gr.  & Eng.  Lex.  fub  voc.  N°  iv. 
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burden  of  guilt  and  punijhment , when  He  him - 
Je/f  bare  our  fins  in  His  own  body  on  the  tree , 
i Pet.  ii.  24.  according  to  the  prophecy  that 
went  before,  If.  liii.  4.  Surely  He  hath  borne 
our  griefs , ^ W carried  our  forro ws . He  fujfered, 
leaving  us  an  example , that  we  fould  follow  His 
fieps ; and  in  particular,  by  obferving  the  fame 
rule  or  principle  of  a&ion  towards  each  other  as 
He  did  towards  us,  in  bearing-,  alleviating-, 
-removing  each  other  s burdens  of  afflidlion  and 
borrow,  by  every  means  in  our  power?  The 
vofj.cs — law — or  rule — which  Christ  a deed  by 
towards  us,  is  propofed  to  our  imitation, 
with  refpedt  to  the  forgivenefs  of  injuries, 
{Col.  iii . 1 3,}  Forbearing  one  another , and  for- 
giving one  another , if  any  man  have  a quarrel 
againfi  any  ; even  as  Christ  forgave  you,  jb 
alfo  do  ye.  So  that  when  a man  forgives  an 
injury  upon  this  principle,  he  may  be  faid  to 
fulfil  the  law  of  Christ  in  this  refpedt,  by 
adting  agreeably  to  the  rule— law— or  prin- 
ciple of  Christ  towards  His  redeemed 
people.  But  what  is  there  in  all  this  incon- 
iiftent  wi  th  the  Old  Teftament,  or  that  is  not 
exactly  conformable  to  it?  Christ  did  no- 
thing  for  us  but  what  the  Old  Teftament  ex- 
actly foretold.  A5ts  xxvi.  22,  23.  The 
Apojlle,  in  this  paffage  or  Gal.  vi.  2.  fays  on- 
ly, in  other  words,  what  is  faid,  1 John  iv.  1 1 . 
Beloved , if  God  Jb  loved  us,  we  ought  alfo  to 
loveone  another,  bo  our  Lord,  John  xiii.  34. 
'That  ye  love  one  another,  as  I have  loved  you. 
As  it  is  written,  If.  Ixiii . 8,  cj.  TJt>  was  fjxyr 

Saviour  } in  all  their  affliction  He  was  affiiSlcd. 
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How  then  ought  C hr  if  tans  to  obferve  this 
rule  towards  each  other  ! How  ought  they  to 
weep  with  them  that  weep — as  well  as  rejoice 
with  them  that  do  rejoice  ! — Who  is  weak , and 
I am  not  weak  ? — faith  Paul,  2 Cor.  xi.  29. 
Who  is  offended,  and  I burn  not  ? Did  Christ 
bear  our  burden — was  this  the  vg/ul oc — the  prin- 
ciple of  adtion— the  rule — the  law— which 
governed  Him.  in  all  He  did  and  fuffered  for 
us  ? then  let  us  fulfil  this  law  towards  each 
other,  by  interefting  ourfelves  in  each  other’s 
‘welfare  and  prosperity  $ fo  as,  by  our  confo- 
lation,  advice,  and  every  other  means  in  our 
power,  to  comfort  thofe  that  mourn— raife  up 
them  that  are  cafl  down — bind  up  the  broken- 
hearted— and,  in  the  fpirit  of  meeknefs,  ref  ore 
thofe  that  are  * fallen . Thus  fhall  we  bear 
each  other  s burdens,  and  fo  fulfil  the  law  of 
Christ.  See  If.  Ixi.  1,  2,  3.  Laftly,  it  is 
not  improbable  that  the  apofile  refers  to  what 
Christ  faid,  Johnxiii.  34,  35.  xv.  12. 

I have  before  obferved,  that  the  idea  of 
Christ’s  fetting  up  a new  law  in  appo- 
rtion to  the  law  of  the  Old  Teftament,  as 
more  pure  *4*  and  holy,  is  equally  replete  witn 

* This  is  the  more  immediate  fenfe  of  the  Apojile , 
Gal.  vi.  2.  as  appears  by  the  context  ; but  yet  I have 
o-iven  a larger  fenfe  to  the  words,  as  doubtlefs  containing 
a rule  for  the  condudt  of  Chrijiians  to  each  other  under 
all  their  burdens,  from  whatever  caufe  they  may  be  de- 
rived. . ... 

{•  tc  At  Christi  lex,  ut  res  alias,  ita  & hanc  conjugn 

inter  Chrijlianos  ad  perfedliorem  redegit  normam. 

* — cc  But  the  law  of  Christ  reduced,  as  it  did  othei 
<,e  things,  this  lazu  cf  marriage  to  a more  perfect  rule 
4C  among  Chriftians.”  Grot,  de  Jure,  lib.  ii.  c.  5.  § 2. 

folly 
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folly  and  blafphemy.  This  is  true ; for  it  not 
only  carries  us  into  the  fundamental  principle 
on  which  Mahomet  founded  his  Koran , and 
into  the  very  Jink  of  Socimanifim — but  it  lets 
forth  Christ  as  finding  fault  with  the  law  of 
God  as  delivered  by  Mofies,  and  oppofing  Him- 
felf  to  it.  This  runs  us,  though  we  per- 
ceive it  not,  very  near  the  borders  of  that 
monfter  of  herefiy  Cerinthus,  and  his  follow- 
ers, againft  whom  St.  John  is  fuppofed  to 
have  written  the  beginning  of  his  gofpel. 
They  taught,  that — “ the  Creator  of  this 
“ world,  who  was  al fo  the  fovereign  and 
“ lawgiver  of  th tjewifh  people,  was  a Being 
**  endowed  with  the  greateft  virtues,  and 
€€  derived  his  birth  from  the  fupreme  God  : 
“ That  this  Being  fell  by  degrees  from  His 
“ native  virtue  and  primitive  dignity  : That 
“ the  fupreme  God,  in  confequence  of  this, 
“ determined  to  deftroy  His  empire,  and  fent 
“ upon  earth,  for  this  purpofe,  one  of  the 
“ ever- happy  and  glorious  /Eons , whofe  name 
“ was  Christ  •>  that  this  Christ  chofe  for 
“ His  habitation  the  perfon  of  Jesus,  a man 
“ of  the  moft  illuftrious  fan&ity  and  juftice, 
“ the  fon  of  Jofieph  and  Mary , and,  defeend- 
“ ingin  the  form  of  a dove,  entered  into  Him, 
“ while  He  was  receiving  the  baptifm  of 
“ John  in  the  waters  of  Jordan : Tjiat  Je- 
“ sus,  after  His  union  with  Christ,  op- 
posed  Himself  with  vigour  to  the 
“ God  of  ti-ie  Jews,  and  was,  by  His  infti- 
“ gation,  feized  and  crucified  by  the  Hebrew 
“ chiefs. — Cerinthus  required  of  his  follow- 

Y 4 ers, 
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T ers,  that  they  fliould  abandon  the  l aw- 
<£C  giver  of  the  Jews,  whom  he  looked 
“ upon  as  the  creator  of  the  world;  that 
i{  they  fhould  retain  a part  of  the  law  given  by 
£C  Mofes,  but  fhould  neverthelefs  employ  their 
€<  principal  attention  and  care  to  regulate 

€c  THEIR  LIVES  BY  THE  PRECEPTS  OF 

“ Christ. ” Mofh.  vol.  i.  p.  69.  Which 
faid  precepts  are  fuppofed  to  be  the  precepts 
of  one  who  oppofed  himfelf  with  vigour  to  the 
God  of  the  JewiJh  people,  and  whofe  difci- 
ples  were  to  abandon  the  lawgiver  of  the  Jews , 
though  they  were  to  admit  him  to  be  the 
Creator  of  the  world! 

Here  then,  reader , I have  lifted  up  the  hive, 
and  out  has  flown  the  fwarm , not  a fwarm  of 
ufeful  andinduftrious  but  a fwarm  (rny — 

a mixture)  like  that  in  Mgypt,  Exod.  viii.  24. 
which  wras  grievous , and  corrupted  the  land . 
Here  is  to  be  feen  thofe  peftilential  infects 
from  whence  fprung  * Arianifm — Socinianfm 

—Mahomet  if m 

* The  famous  Dr.  Samuel  Clarke , fully  aflerts,  that 
the  fenpture,  or  the  known  open  public  booivs  of  the 
New  Tejlament , are  the  real  and  only  rule  of  truth 
among  Chriflians d’  Introduction  to  the  S ^rif-tui  e D odlrine 
of  the  Trinity,  p.  4.  as  cited  by  Whijlon  in  the  Life  of  Dr. 
S.  Cla:  he,  p.  48.  - JVhiJlon  is  for  removing  us  (fill  farther 
from  the  Old  Teftament,  and  infills  upon  it,  that  the  tra- 
ditionary dodtrines  - the  traditionary  creed,  and  the  tradition- 
ary preaching  of  the  Apofles , which  are  either  authentic  y 
preferved  in  the  Apoftolical  Confutations,  or  no  where,  or, 
however,  the  fcriptures  as  interpreted  according  to  them, 

- were  ever  in  the  firft  times  owned  the  only  certain  founda- 
, fions-of  the  C hr iflian  fettlements,  &c.  Whijlon,  lb. 48,49.-— 
which,  by  the  way,  is  no  fmall  proof,  of  the  truth  with 
which  I have  obferved  the  early  reparation  of  the  New 


[ 329  J 

« — Mahometifm — Antinomianifm  — Neonomian - 
ijtn,  and  all  the  ifms  which  have  plagued,  har- 
Taffed,  and  diftreffed,  divided,  and  difgraced 
the  church  ever  Alice. 

Such  is  the  picture  of  the  Cennthians , 
Surely  we  cannot  furvey  it  attentively,  with- 
out recognizing  a Amilitude  of  fome  of  the 
features,  at  leaf!  fomething  which  may  be 
called  a flrong  family  likenefs  to  the  idea  of 
“ polygamy’s  being  allowed  by  the  law  of 
“ nature  and  of  the  Old  Tefl  ament  (that  is,  by 
tc  the  God  of  the  Jews ) but  forbidden  by 
o the  law  0/"  Christ,”  which  is  contrary  to 
both. 

If  it  be  poflible  to  produce  a Angle  law  of 
Christ,  which  oppofes  the  law  of  the  Old 
Teftament,  all  his  claim  to  the  character  of 
the  Mejfah  is  at  an  end  ; for  the  Mefiah  was 
to  he  made  of  a woman  made  under  the  law . 
Gal.  iv.  4. — fubjeSt  to  its  every  precept , obedient 
to  its  every  command — and  doubtlefs  therefore 
to  that  folemn  command,  which,  for  the 
greater  folemn ity,  is  repeated  twice  over — 
Te  fall  not  add  to  the  word  which  I command 
you , neither  fall  ye  diminish  aught  from  it. 
Deut.  iv.  2.  xii.  32.  How  could  the  bles- 
sed Jesus  be  faid  to  fulfil  all  right eoufnefs,  by 
a perfect  conformity  to  all  things  which  are 
written  in  the  book  of  the  law  to  do  them — how 
fay,  as  He  doth  by  the  Pfalmift,  Pf.  xl.  8. 

* v » > / 

Teftament  from  the  Old  Teftament,  and  treating  them 
as  fyftems  totally  diftinct  from,  and  independent  on  each 
Other. 

L <5 
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Lo  I come  to  do  thy  will — not  mine  own . -John 
vi.  38.  I am  content  to  do  it — thy  law  is 
within  my  heart — if  he  either  added  to  the 
rule  of  life  given  from  God  by  Mofes , or  di- 
minished from  it?  How  could  he  be  faid 
to  obferve  the  law  in  all  thing s — how  give 
that  holy  challenge  to  the  Jews , John  viii. 
46.  Which  of  you  convinceth  Me  of  Jin  ? — if 
he  abrogated  the  lawy  the  rule  given  as  touch- 
ing the  moral  actions  of  men,  in  any  one  in- 
stance, and  fet  up  a law  of  his  own  in  oppo- 

lition  to  it  ? x 

The  j'alfe  Christ  of  Cerinthus  and  of  the 
Socinian,  and  the  true  Christ  of  God,  are 
difcernable  by  this  effential  difference— The 
firft  oppofed  himfelf  with  vigour  to  the  God  of 
the  Jews — required  that  his  difciples  fhould 
abandon  the  law  given  by  Mofes , and  regula  te 
themf elves  by  fome  new  precepts  of  his  own . — 
The  Holy  Christ  of  God  declared— that  not 
a jot  or  tittle  was  to^pafs from  the  law — that  He 
came  not  to  defiroy,  but  to  fulfil  it—  His  whole 
teaching,  practice,  and  example , magnified  the 
law , and  made  it  honourable . Therefore  He 
exadlly  anfwered  to  the  character  given  of 
Him  in  the  Old  Teftament.  He  finifijed  the 
tranfgrefiion — made  an  end  of  fins  made  recon- 
ciliation for  iniquity — and  brought  in  (by  his 
iinlefs,  perfedt,  and  meritorious  obeaience) 
an  everlafiing  right eoufnefs,  for  th ojufificatwn 
and  falvation  of  his  people  to  all  eternity* 

But  what  fhall  we  fay  of  the  oidinances 
<c  of  Baptijm  and  the  Lord  s flipper , are  not 

a thefe  Christ's  own  mjlitutions , eftablifhed 

“ bv 
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C(  by  his  own  authority  ? — To  this  I anfwer 

that  thefe  two  facr aments  were  to  fucceed 

circumcijion  and  the  paftover , which  were  the 
two  facramental  ordinances  of  the  Mojaic  dif- 
penfation,  the  whole  of  which  was  to  ceafe 
and  vanijh  away  on  the  coming  of  the  MeJ- 
fiah. 

Another  prieft  was  to  arife,  not  after  the 
order  of  Aaron,  but  after  the  ordei  of  Mel- 
chizedeck , (Pf.  c*.  iv.)  and  this,  according  to 
the  prophecies  which  went  before.  Now,  as 
the  excellent  Bifloop  Hall  obferves,  “ fome 
**  actions  are  prophecies,"  and  he  indances  in 
the  hiftory  of  the  brazen  ferpent  the  truth  of 
his  pofition  ; he  might  have  inftanced  in 
many  more : and  among  the  reft,  in  the 
hiftory  of  Melchizedeck , of  whom  it  is  laid, 
that  he  was  a prieft  of  the  moft  high  God,  who 
met  Abraham  returning  from  the  J laughter  oj  the 
kings , and  blefted  him . Heb.  vii.  i.  In  Gen * 
xiv.  18.  it  is  faid — And  Melchizedeck , king  of 
Salem , brought  forth  bread  and  wine , and 
blefted  Abraham,  ver.  19.  In  this  prophe- 
tical adtion  is  exhibited  a type  of  Christ, 
the  prieft  after  the  order'  of  Melchizedeck  (fee 
Pf.  cx.  4.)  exhibiting,  under  the  facramental 
bread  and  wine , his  body  broken,  and  his  blood 
Jhed,  for  the  life  of  the  world . So  that  after  the 
Jimilitude  of  Melchizedeck  there  arifeth  another 
prieft . Now  all  this  was  foretold,  becaufe 
ordained  to  happen  in  the  fulnefs  of  time; 
therefore  the  inftituting  the  receiving  of 
bread  and  wine , in  remembrance  of  the  facri- 

fice 
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hcc  of  Chr  1S  T,  as  emblems  of  his  body  ani 
bloody  was  no  new  law  of  Christ,  but  as 
really  foretold  in  the  Old  Teftament,  as  was 
the  facrifice  and  death  of  Christ  upon  the 
crofs.  Christ  our  pajfiover  being  facrificed 
for  us  (i  Cor.  v.  7.)  there  was  an  end  of  the 
typical  ordinance  of  the  pafchal  lamb.  And 
the  priejl  after  the  fmilitude  of  Melchizedeck , 
was  to  blefs  the  children  of  Abraham  (GaL 
iii.  7.)  by  exhibiting  his  body  and  blood  to 
their  faith,  under  the  emblems  of  bread  and 
wine , as  Melchizedeck  (whom  fome  learned 
men  fuppofe  to  be  Christ  Himfelf  appear- 
ing to  Abraham  in  an  human  form,  as  he 
often  did  under  the  Old  Teftament,  in  token 
of  his  future  incarnation)  blefted  the  father 
of  all  the  faithful,  by  exhibiting  to  his  faith 
the  future  great  facrifice  under  thofe  emblems 
which  were  to  be  the  appointed  figures  to  re- 
prefent  it  under  the  gofpel  dilpenfatron. 
Thus,  (as  the  Apoflle  fpeaks,  Heb.  vii.  12.) 
as  the  prieft hood  was  to  be  changed , there  muft 
be  of  necejfity  alfo  a change  * of  the  law . But 
all  this  was  pre-ordained  and  foretold  ages 
before  it  happened,  and  therefore  is  not  to  be 
looked  upon  as  a mere  law  of  the  New  Tei- 
tament,  but  muft  bear  equal  date,  in  the  in- 
tentions and  defigns  of  God,  with  the  plan 
of  redemption  itfelf. 

* It  appears  from  the  whole  context,  that  the  moral 
law  is  not  here  meant,  but  the  typical  or  ceremonial  law  of 
facrlfices 5 v/hich,  together  with  the  Levitical  priejlhood , 
were  all  to  be  done  away  on  the  facrifice  of  the  death  of 
Christ. 
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So  with  regard  to  the  ordinance  of  Baptifm, 
this  was  exhibited  under  the  figure  or  type  of 
Noah's  ark , wherein  few , that  is  eight  fouls , 
were  Javed  by  water — the  like  fgnre  whereunto 
'£2  * AvTnv7rov  — the  antitype  to  which)  even 
baptifm  doth  now  fave  us , not  the  putting  away 
the  filth  of  the  flefh,  but  the  anfwer  of  a good 
confidence  towards  God,  by  the  refur  re  51  ion  of 
Jesus  Christ,  i Pet.  iii.  20,  21.  As  the 
bread  and  wine  reprefen t the  body  and  blood  of 
Christ,  in  the  Lord's  Supper,  fo  the  water 
in  baptifm  reprefents  the  cleanfing  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  and  all  exhibit  to  our  faith,  touching 
what  is  pafi , what  the  facraments  of  the  pajfi 
over  and  circumcifion  reprefen  ted  to  the  faith 
of  the  Gld-Teftament  faints , touching  what 
was  then  to  come ; but  all  meet  in  one  grand 
central  point — Christ,  the  end  of  the  law  for 
right eoufnefs  to  every  one  that  believeth , Rom. 
x.  4.  Therefore  the  facraments  of  the  Lord's 
Supper  and  baptifm,  are  not  new  ordinances 
in  any  other  fenfe,  than  as  appointed  of  God 
to  attend  on  the  difpenfation  of  the  gofpel  of 
His  grace,  under  the  New  Heft  ament , when 
thofe  facraments  were  aboliihed  which  were 
to  attend  a different  difpenfation  of  the  fame 
gofpel  under  the  Old  Tejiament . All  argue 
one  uniform,  confident  defign  in  the  bleifed 
God,  carried  on  in  different  manifeftations  of 

See  the  outvjard  vifible  fign  and  the  inward  and  fpiri- 
tual  grace , in  the  facrament  of  baptifm , beautifully  fet 
forth,  If.  xliv.  ?.  Ezck.  xxxvi.  25,  26,  27.  with  John 
iii.  5. 
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1 1 , u n d er  the  Patriarchal — * Mofaical- — • Prophd - 
ticaly  and  Evangelical  ages,  but  fubjecft  to  no 
controul,  opposition,  or  variation,  as  to  the 
matter  of  any  fingle  part  or  atom  of  it.  The 
further  we  follow  the  notion  of  Christ’s 
being.the  giver  of  a new  law , in  oppofition  to 
the  law  of  the  Old  Teftament,  the  more 
muft  we  fee  it  pregnant  with  confequences  of 
the  moft  alarming  and  dreadful  kind — be- 
caufe,  this  being  the  cafe,  we  are  without  a 
Redeemer , and  of  courfe  without  any  redemp- 
tionfor  we  are^told,  that  Christ  died  for 
the  redemption  of  the  tranfgrejfions  that  were  wi- 
der the  first  Testament,  Heb.  ix.  15.  by 
which  first  Testament  we  muft  under- 
stand the  law  of  G od  delivered  by  Mofes ; but 
I can  find  no  trace  of  any  fatisfad:ion  for  fins 
committed  againft  any  new  law  of  Christ  : 
we  muft  look  to  ourfelves  for  any  tranfgref- 
jions  againft  this : and  if  fo — no  fteflj  can  be 
faved . Therefore  fome  of  the  old  heretics , 
who  were  maintainers  of  this  new-law  Scheme, 
were  perfectly  confident,  in  declaring,  that 
“ no  fin  after  baptifm  could  be  forgiven” — 
againft  which  horrible  error,  the  16th  Arti - 
cle  of  the  Church  of  England  is  very  fcriptu- 
rally  and  properly  levelled. — But  again — this 
notion  of  Christ’s  abrogating  the  old  rule  of 

* Thofe  divers  weighings  which  we  read  of  in  the  law  of 
Mofes , and  which  (Heb.ix.  io.)  the  apojlle  clafies  among 
the  carnal  ordinances  impofed  till  the  time  of  reformation , 
were  douhtlefs  typical  of  Chrijlian  baptifm , wherein,  as 
before  under  the  law,  the  body  is  wajhed  with  pure  water . 
Heb.  x.  22. 
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life , and  ena&ing  a new  one  in  its  place,  as  it 
turns  us  over  to  leek  our  falvation  by  a new 
plan  of  obedience , or  perfonal  righteoufnefs  of 
our  own,  makes  void  both  Teftaments.  It  an- 
nihilates the  law  which  was  green  by  Mofes, 
it  of  courfe  deftroys  the  grace  and  truth  which 
came  by  Jesus  Christ.  John  i.  17.  If  we 
are  not  bound  by  the  old  moral  law,  we  have 
no  occafion  to  leek  redemption  from  its  curfey 
and  abfolution  from  its  condemnation. — The 
divinity  of  Christ — “the  atonement  of  his 
precious  blood — the  imputation  of  His  righ- 
teoufnefs— His  fatisfadlion — merit — vicaifious 
fufferings  and  obedience,  together  with  his  in- 
ter cef  ion  at  the  right  hand  of  God,  and  all 
other  appendages  belonging  and  effentially 
neceliary  to  his  pricfly  ofice,  by  which  alone 
we  can  have  redemption,  even  the  forgivenefs 
of  our  Jins,  may  bear  as  fmall  a price  in  our 
eyes  as  in  the  eyes  of  Socinus,  Mahomet,  or 
Cerinthus.  If  the  old  law  be  abrogated  as  a 
rule  of  life,  then  have  we  nothing  to  do  with 
* — Curfed  is  every  one  that  continue th  not  in  all 
things  which  are  written  in  the  book  of  the  law 
to  do  them . Gal.  iii.  10.  The  law  is  no 
longer  a miniftration  of  death , 2 Cor.  iii.  7. 
and  condemnation . And,  if  this  be  the  cafe, 
the  whole  foundation  of  the  redemption  that  is 
in  Christ  Jesus  is  Tapped  and  deftroyed, 
and  the  whole  fabric  of  man’s  falvation,  which 
is  built  upon  it,  muft  fall  into  one  dreadful  and 
horrible  union;  we  muft  reverfe  Christ’s 
declaration — I came  not  to  dejlroy  the  law , but 
to  fulfil  //—and  fay,  that  he  came  not  to  fulfil 
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but  to  dejlroy  it:  Here  we  mull  joiil  in  the 

madnefs  of  the  Antinomians , and  deny  the 
obligation  of  the  law — or  in  the  horrid  errors 
of  the  Socinians,  and  renounce  the  hope  of  the 
gofpel . To  mention  all  the  appendages  to  this 
new-law  fcheme  would  be  endlefs  ; fuffice  it 
to  fay,  that  they  are,  in  one  fhape  or  other, 
connected  with  every  herefy  that  ever  was,  or 
can  be  invented ; for  all  herefy , however 
coloured  or  difguifed  by  the  art  and  fubtlety 
of  men,  or,  as  the  Apoftle  fays,  Eph.  iv.  14. 
by  the  f eight  of  men , and  ewining  craftinefs 
whereby  they  lie  in  wait  to  deceive , mu  ft  ori- 
ginate in  the  confounding  thofe  two  diftindt 
proportions,  which  are  laid  down  in  the  be- 
ginning of  St.  John's  gofpel  as  above-men- 
tioned— The  law  was  given  by  Mofes — Grace 
and  truth  came  by  Jesus  Christ. 

Christ  came,  neither  to  fet  up  a new  law 
nor  a new  gofpel , but  (as  the  Scripture  had 
foretold)  to  bear  teftimony  to  the  truth  of 
bothy  as  revealed  by  Mofes  and  the  Prophets. — 
Thus  he  told  Pilate,  John  xviii.  37. — To  this 
end  was  I born , and  for  this  caufe  came  I into 
the  world , that  I Jhould  bear  witnefs  unto  the 
truth  : Every  one  that  is  of  the  truth 
heareth  my  voice . And  in  that  moft  affec- 
tionate prayer  for  His  difciples — John  xvii. 
- — He  faith,  ver.  1 7.  SanSlify  them  through 

THY  TRUTH  — THY  WORD  IS  TRUTH. 

To  conclude  this  point  : — If  we  compare 
feripture  with  feripture  in  every  inftance,  we 
fhall  not  find  a Angle  law,  or  rule  of  life , in 
the  New  Teftament,  which  has  not  its  foun- 
dation 
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dationin  the  Old  Teftament,  and  that  Christ 
came  net  as  a law  giver  nr d a judge,  when  Pie 
appeared  in  the  Ukenef r of  Jinful  flefh — Rom. 
viii.  3.  but  as  a law  fiddlier  and  a Saviour— 1 
came  not  (faid  He,  John  xii.  47)  to  judge  the 
world , but  to  fdve  the  world , Not  to  intro- 
duce any  new  rule  of  right  and  wrong,  which 
was  to  change  the  nature  of  moral  good  and 
evil ; but  for  the  redemption  of  the  tranjgrejjions 
under  the  fir jl  teji anient,  that  they  which  are 
called  might  receive  the  promife  of  eternal  inheri- 
tance. Heb.  ix.  r 5. 

As  a prophet -fie-  opened  and  explained 
the  law,  and  preached  the  gofpel.  As  a priefi 
— He  made  atonement  for  the  guilty.  — As 
—He  eftabliihed  the  moral  law 
life  to  h is  fubje&s ; leaving-  it  as  Pie  found  it 
— a fpiritiiai,  holy , righteous,  perfefi  inftitution 
(Pf.  xix.  7.)  to  whPh  nothing  could  be  added, 
from  which  nothing  could  be  dimini  deed ; 
reaching  not  only  to  the  outward  aft  ions  of 
the  Life*  but  to  the  inward  thoughts,  tempers, 
defies,  and  intents  of  the  heart.  * Were  it 
otherwife,  and  the  New  Teftament  can  be 
fuppofed  to  contain  fome  rule  efi life  which  is 
not  in  t lie  Old  Teftament,  Abraham  s counfel, 
which  he  advifed  the  rich  man’s  five  brethren 
to  follow,  was  very  imperfedt — They  have 
Moses  and  the  prophets,  let  them  hear  them 
— If  they  hear  not  Moses  and  the  prophets, 
neither  will  they  be  perjuaded  though  one  rofie 
from  the  dead.  What  good  would  Mvfes  have 
done  them,  if  the  rule  of  life  laid  down  by  him 
had  heeii  incomplete  and  deficient  ? — what  bene- 
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fit  could  have  accrued  to  them  from  liflening, 
though  ever  fo  attentively,  to  the  prophets , if 
thefe  had  no  better  news  to  tell  them,  than 
that  in  the  reign  of  Augujlus  Ccefar , a man 
was  to  come  -and  fet  up  a new  law  ? Why  re- 
fer  thefe  poor  /timers  to  the  writings  of  Mofes 
and  the  prophets , if  there  yet  remained  foine 
new  rule  of  faith  and  obedience,  not  to  be  met 
with  in  their  writings? — Indeed,  if  this  was 
the  cafe,  it  was  but  to  little  purpofe  for 
Christ  to  command  the  Jews  to  fearch  the 
fcriptures  (John  v.  39.)  : they  might,  indeed* 
as  He  fays,  think  they  had  eternal  life  in  them, 
but  they  were  fadly  miftaken,  if  a new  law 
was  to  be  the  condition  of  it,  and  the  way  to 
it,  which  was  not  revealed  and  contained  in 
thofe  fcriptures.'  In  vain  alfo  were  they  * re- 
ferred to  the  Hebrew  fcriptures,  as  tejlifying  of 
Him ; for  not  a word  is  there  to  be  found  of 
1 1 is  appearance  upon  earth  as  a repealer  and 
abrogater  of  the  moral  law  of  Mofes,  and  as 
the  enadter  and  eftablifher  of  a new  rule  of 


* Very  remarkable  is  that  account  which  we  have  of 
OUR  Saviour’s  difcourfe  with  the  two  difciples,  after  his 
refumilion,  as  they  were  going  to  Emmaus—O  fools,  and 
now  of  heart  (laid’He)  to  believe  all  that  the  prophets 
have  fpoken  ! — And  beginning  at  Moses  and  all  the  pro- 
phets, He  expounded  to  them  in  ali.  the  scriptures,  the 
things  concerning  Himself.  I.ukc  xxiv.  25  27*  1 11 

a Jain,  when  He  appeared  to  the  eleven,  and  to  them  that 
were  with  them,  (ver.  35,  3^0  He faid  unto  them  {vex.  44- ; 
‘thefe  are  the  words  which  I fpake  unto  you  while  1 ivas  yet 
with  you,  that  all  things  mujl  be  fulfilled  which  were  written 
in  the  law  of  Moses,  and  in  the  prophets,  and  tn  the 
psalms,  concerning  Ale. — ‘ Then  (ver.  45*)  opened  He  toen 
underjlanding , that  they  might  underjland  THE  scriptures^ 
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life  in  its  place.  When  our  blessed  Savi- 
our laid  (Matt.  v.  18.)  Till  heaven  and  earth 
pcifs,  one  jot  or  one  tittle  fall  in  no  wife  paf 
from  the  law , &c.  He  ipake  in  the  mold  em- 
phatical  manner,  introducing  what  He  faid 
with  an  Amen-verily — and  though  the  exprel- 
lions  He  ufes  have  been  called  proverbial , yet 
no  doubt  but  He  is  to  be  underilood  literally . 
The  Hebrew  jod  ’ (for  doubtlefs  he  expreffed 
himfelf  in  Hebrew ) is  the  fmalleft  letter  in  the 
Hebrew  alphabet,  yet  the  omiffion  of  it  in 
fome  words  might  wholly  alter  the  fenle  of 
them. — So  with  regard  to  the  as  paid,  which  we 
render  tittle,  it  comes  from  y.epxc,  an  horn  (Heb. 
pp)  and  denotes  thofe  little  projections  which 
in  Hebrew  diftinguiih  one  fimilar  letter  from 
another — as  a 2 from  a D — or  a 1 from  a 
Many  texts  might  be  produced,  where  taking 
away  one  of  thefe,  would  make  a confiderable 
alteration  in  the  fenfe.  Now  can  Christ 
be  luppofed  to  have  been  fo  watchful  over 
the  book  of  the  law , and  all  things  contained 
therein , as  to  declare  that  not  a ftngle  letter, 
or  the  fmalleft  part  of  a letter,  could  fuffer 
the  lead:  diminution,  and  yet  himfelf  vacate, 
alter,  change,  abrogate,  and  repeal  whole  and 
entire  ftatutes  ? And  this  to  promulgate  to 
mankind  a new  rule  of  life , more  excellent  than 
that  under  which  they  had  formerly  lived,  here- 
by damping  a want  of  excellence,  purity , and 
holinefs,  as  well  as  of  wfdom  and  perfection, 
on  the  Divine  Law  ? 

The  Apofle  fays,  (Gal.  iii,  21,)  If  there 
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had  been  a,  law  given  which  could  have  given  life, 
verily  right eoufnefs  (or  that  by  which  men 
could  have  been  juftified)  fhould  have  been  by 
the  law ; but  the  jcripture  hath  concluded  (<tj- 
vevLteiae,  hath  {hut  up  together  as  in  a prifon) 
all  under  Jin . Again,  He  gives  us  to  under- 
stand, that  the  juftification  of  man  is  impqffible 
by  the  law — 11 hat  the  law  could  not  do — to 
dS'uvciTOv  — impojjibile  legis — the  im- 

possible thing  of  the  law — Why  for — Be- 
caufe  the  law  itfelf  was  imperfedt  r — No — 
but  becaufe  it  was  weak  through  the fiefe . Not 
from  any  defect  in  the  law  itfelf,  but  through 
the  impediment  ariiing  from  the  corruption 
of  the  human  nature,  which  has  brought  us 
under  guilt,  and  rendered  us  incapable  iud- 
jedts  of  its  abfolving  and  juftifying  . Sen- 
tence. As  it  argues  a perfection  and  purity  of 
holinefs  in  God  himfelf,  that  He  is  of  purer  eyes 
than  to  behold  evil,  and  cannot  look  on  iniquity 
(Hab.  i.  13.)  fo  it  argues  2,  perfection  and 
purity  in  the  divine  law,  that  it  cannot  jujlify 
a /inner  :■  and  if  (according  to  the  new-law 
fcheme)  Christ  has  abrogated  this  law,  and 
introduced  one  that  can,  it  mull*  only  be  from 
a want  of  perfedtion  and  purity  in  tne  new  law, 
which  is  not  to  be  round  m tne  old  law.  This 
muft  be  attended  with  many  certain  and 
dreadful  confequences; — amongft  wnich,  one 
is — making  Christ  the  minijter  of  fin . Gai. 
ii.  ijm — ^Another,  representing  Him  as  de- 
feating the  purpoje  of  his  own  death  ; for  it  is 
a maxim . felf- evidently  true,  that  if  ngbte - 
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oufnefs  (or  j unification)  come  by  the  law— by 
a?iyhx\v  whatfoever,  no  matterwhat — Christ 
is  dead  in  vain . Gal.  ii.  2 1 . 

The  moral  law , or  rule  of  life , delivered 
from  God  by  Mofes,  is  founded  in  the  very 
nature  of  that  relation  which  every  reafonable 
creature  muft  bear  to  its  Creator.  It  is  all 
reducible  to  two  heads,  which  our  Savi- 
our holds  forth  as  the  two  great  command- 
ments of  the  law . ' Thou  jhalt  love  the  Lor  d 

thy  God  with  all  thine  heart , with  all  thy  mind9 
with  all  thy  foul , and  with  all  thy  jlrength ; and 
thy  neighbour  as  thy  * f elf — is  too  perfect  a 
fyftem  of  morals  to  admit  of  the  leaf:  addition 
or  improvement : it  is  a rule  of  life  to  angels 
as  well  as  to  men ; and  a'conftant  conformity 
to  this  holy  law , conftitutes  the  happinefs  of 
the  angels , principalities , and  powers  (Col.  i . 16.) 
of  heaven.  Could  one  of  thefe  ceafe  from 
loving  God  with  all  its  faculties;  could  it  feel 
a fingle  wrong  temper,  either  with  refpect  to 
God,  or  to  its  fellow  jpirits , it  would  fin — 
it  would  leave  its  firf  ejlate , and,  with  the 
other  apoftate  fpirits , be  caft  down  to  hell , and 
be  referred  in  chains  of  darknefs  unto  the  judg- 
ment of  the  great  day.  2 Pet.  ii.  4.  Jude  6. 

It  can  therefore  be  no  more  true,  that 
Christ  came  upon  earth  to  give  a new  law 
to  mortal- , than  that  He  afcended  into  heaven 
to  give  a new  law  to  angels . He  could  not  do 
either,  without  materially  afieding  the  very 
nature  of  that  relation  which  the  intelligent 


* Deut.  vi.  5.  Lev.  xix.  18. 
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and  reafonable  parts  of  the  creation  bear  to 
God  and  each  other. 

As  far  as  the  moral  law  of  God  relates  to 
mortals,  we  muft  confider  the  commerce  of  the 
fexes , with  all  its  various  relations,  confe- 
quences,  and  dependencies,  as  a molt  mate- 
rial objedt  of  it:  fo  material,  as  to  forma 
very  confiderable  part  of  the  facred  code . It 
naturally  ranges  itfelf  under  the  duties  of  the 
fecond  table.  So  the  Apojlle,  Rom.  xiii.  9. 
For  this , Thou  fhalt  not  commit  adultery , &c. 
and  if  there  be  anv  other  commandment , it  is 

* r 

brief y comprehended  in  this  faying , namely,  Thou 
Jhalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyfelf.  Love 
worketh  no  ill  to  his  neighbour.  Now  if 
Chris  t forbad  that  which  was  before  allowed. 
He  extended  the  obligation  of  the  divine  law 
beyond  what  the  Old  Teftament  had  done; 
therefore  muft  be  faid  to  add  fomething  to  the 
fecond  table  of  the  law . This  confequence 
cannot  be  avoided,  if  we  fuppofe  Him  giving 
a fenfe  to  the  word  qtfj — adultery — which  it 
never  had  before.  He  certainly  hereby  ex- 
tended the  feventh  commandment  as  to  its 
curfe  and  p uni  foment . On  the  other  hand,  if 
He  had  allowed  what  the  law  had  forbidden 
under  the  Old  Teftament,  Fie  had  dimini  fed 
from  its  curie  and  puniihment,  by  narrowing 
its  obligation.  In  this  view  He  had  dim- 
nified  from  the  law.  In  either  cafe,  we 
number  Him  with  the  tranfgreffors  in  a moil 
awful  and  dreadful  fenle  ; for  no  pofitive 
command  of  the  law  is  revealed  with  more 
folemnity  than  Deut.  iv.  2.  and  Deut.  xii.  32. 

which 
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which  forbad,  abfolutely  forbad,  both . It 
is  therefore  as  impoffible  that  Christ  fhould 
condemn  polygamy  as  adultery , as  that  He 
fhould  allow  adultery  as  lawful  commerce ; be- 
caufe  the  firft  was  adding  to  the  law,  which 
never  forbad  it,  the  other  diminifing  from 
the  law,  which  politively  forbad  adultery 
with  another  man  s wife . Exod.  xx.  14*  ex- 
plained Lev.  xx.  10. 

To  fuppofe  that  God  fhould  ever  revoke, 
alter,  or  change  thofe  moral  infitutesy  which 
were  revealed  under  the  Old  Teftament  for  the 
regulation  and  government  of  mankind,  is  to 
fuppofe  fome  defe£t  in  the  Deity,  fome 
want  of  prefcience  to  forefee  mifehiefs  which 
might  arife,  and  which  were  not  fufficiently 
guarded  againft.  This  argues  an  imbecillity 
or  weaknefs  of  underftanding  and  knowledge, 
like  that  of  human  legijlators , who  make  laws 
to  remedy  evils  as  they  arife  before  them, 
but  cannot  tell  what  a day  may  bring  forth  ; 
and  therefore  repeal  at  one  time,  the  law 
which  thev  made  at  another.  When  we 

areue  1 * ' 1 -f  the  law,  we 
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other  words,  to  contend  for  the  perfection  of 
Him  that  made  it. 

When  God  created  the  heavens  and  the  earthy 
He  gave  them  a law  which  cannot  be  broken  ; 
by  this  law  the  material  univerfe  is  governed, 
and  will  be  governed  to  the  confummation  of 
all  things.  The  leaft  departure  from  it, 
either  by  addition  or  diminution,  would 
throw  the  whole  into  diforder,  confufion,  and 


argue 


which  is,  in 


Z 4 


ruin* 


[ 344  3' 

ruin.  So  with  refped  to  the  moral  world* 
the  laws  which  God  once  gave  for  the  regu- 
lation and  government  of  this,  are  equally 
jure  and  jledfajl ',  and  it  is  owing  to  a depar- 
ture from  thefe,  that  diforder,  confufion, 
and  ruin  are  the  portion  of  wretched  man. 

The  divine  law,  as  delivered  from  God  by 
Mojes,  may  be  compared  to  a golden  chain the 
feveral  jlatutes  which  compofe  it  are  the  links . 
Now  we  know,  that  whichever  link  of  a 
chain  be  broken,  all  that  is  fufpended  by  it 
muft  fall  to  the  ground.  That  the  fecurity 
and  protection  of  the  weaker  fex  againft  the 
deceit,  violence,  and  cruelty  of  the  Jlronger , 
depend  wholly  on  the  law  of  God,  is  a truth 
which  none,  wrho  admit  that  God  ever  gave 
a law,  will  difpute.  And  fhall  we  fuppofe 
that  Christ  came  into  the  world  to  weaken 
that  fecurity,  by  deftroying  fome  of  the  links 
of  the  chain  on  which  it  is  fufpended?  and 
this  by  introducing  a new  law , fo  contrary  to 
the  law  which  was  given  by  Mofes,  that  men, 
in  fome  fituations,  cannot  obey  the  one , with- 
out tranfgrejpng  the  other  ? This  is  making 
Christ’s  ads  like  the  threatening  of  Rebo- 
boam , i Kings  xii.  1 1.  Whereas  my  father  did 
lade  you  with  an  heavy  yoke,  I will  add  to  your 
yoke.  My  father  hath  chaffed  you  with  whips , 
but  I will  chafife  ym-with fforpions . — But  far, 
far  be  it  from  us,  to  impute  fuch  a proceed- 
ing to  Him  who  came  not  to  defray  men s lives, 
but  to  fax  e them.  Luke  ix.  56.— i hat  no 
fuch  thing  is  chargeable  upon  Him,  will 
appear  fall  more  plainly,  on  our  taking  a 
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nearer  and  more  critical  view  of  thofe  pallages 
of  the  gofpels,  in  which  Christ  is  fuppofed 
to  condemn  polygamy  as  adultery 1 he  firft 
which  I (hall  take  notice  of,  as  introductory 
to  the  reft,  is  Matt.  v.  31,  32.  It  hath  been 
[aid,  Whofoever  f ah  put  away  his  wife,  let  him 
give  her  a writing  of  divorcement . But  I Jay 

unto  you,  that  whofoever  fall  put  away  his  wife, 
faving  for  the  caufe  of  fornication,  caufeth  her 
to  commit  adultery,  and  whofoever  fall  marry 
her  that  is  divorced,  committeth  adultery . Here 
our  Lord  fhews  that  there  is  but  one  lawful 
caufe  of  divorce  in  the  fight  of  God,  fo  as  to 
let  the  hufband  entirely  free  from  the  wife. 
The  Jews,  on  the  contrary,  had  been  taught 
by  the  rabbies,  that  a man  who  wanted  to 
get  rid  of  his  wife,  had  nothing  to  do  but  to 
give  * her  a bill  of  divorcement,  and  this  for 
any  caufe  whatfoever.  But  Christ  fhews, 
that  fuch  unjuft  divorces  had  no  operation  on 
the  bond  of  marriage-,  fo  that  marrying  fuch 
a divorced  woman,  was  as  much  an  a£t  of 
adultery,  as  if  the  man  had  taken  her  while 
fhe  cohabited  with  her  hufband.  Christ 

% The  Jews  tlv  mfelves  held,  that  there  were  two  forts 
pf  men  who  never  could  divorce  their  wives  : Firft — 
thofe  who  failed  in  their  proofs  againft  them  on  the  trial 
mentioned  Deut,  xxii.  13  — 19. — Secondly,  thofe  who 
had  laid  hold  on  them  and  lain  zviththem , without  betroth- 
ment  or  efpoufals,  Deut.  xxii.  29;  for  in  both  thofe 
cafes  it  is  efpecially  faid — He  may  not  put  her  away  all  his 
days.  As  for  us  Cbrijlians , we  fuffer  a man  to  take  and 
divorce  as  many  women  as  he  can  feduce,  provided  they 
have  no  other  claim  upon  him,  than  what  th zpojitive  law 
of  God  gives  them. 
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did  not  declare  this,  as  if  it  had  been  lawful 
under  the  Old  Teftament,  and  now  made 
unlawful  by  fome  new  law  of  His,  but  on 
the  footing  of  the  primary  injlitution  of 
marriage  from  the  very  beginning , as  will 
appear  when  we  farther  confider  the  paflage  in 
Matt.  xix.  on  which  the  conceit  is  founded, 
that  “ polygamy  is  forbidden  by  the  law  of 
ic  Christ/’  Suffice  it  to  obferve  atprefent, 
that  in  this  place  of  Matt.  v.  31,  32.  no- 
thing is  faid  about  polygamy > or  a man’s  having 
two  wives . 

Our  Lord  fays —caufeth  her  to  commit 
adultery.  How  fo  ? — Firft— by  laying  her 
under  the  temptationy  which  may  be  fuppofed 
to  be  not  a little  heightened  by  her  refent- 
ment  againft  her  huiband,  who  had  firft  ufed 
her  ill,  and  then  divorced  her;  efpecially 
where  this  was  done  for  the  fake  of  taking 
another  woman  whom  he  liked  better.  Secondly 
— fhe  was  tempted  to  it  by  the  very  terms  of 
the  bill  * of  divorcement,  which  was  to  the 
following  effedt — 

“ Such 


* The  bill  of  divorcement  was,  as  pra<5iiied  by  the 
yews , attended  with  fo  many  circumftances  of  difficulty 
(as  may  be  feen  in  Selden,  Ux.  Hebr.  lib.  vi.  c.  25. 
p.  514.)  that  it  feems  to  have  been  an  invention  rather 
to  prevent  divorces,  than  to  promote  them.  However, 
it  is  very  clear  from  our  Lord's  difcourfe  with  the  PJa- 
r:feesy  Matt.  xix.  that  they  were  not  only  ufied,  but 
abufedy  to  a very  great  degree. 

it  is  remarkable  that  at  Rome,  from  the  foundation  01 
the  republic  to  the  firft  divorce , there  was  a (pace  ot  520 
years;  though  the  men  had  a power  ot  divorcing  their 

>viyes  aim  oft  at  pleafure.  This  affords  no  fmall  proot 
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Such  a day,  fuch  a monthy/and  year,  I 
fuch  a one,  of  fuch  a place,  do,  of  my 
own  free  confent  and  choice,  lepu- 
diate  thee  A.  B.  my  late  wife,  banifli 
thee  from  me,  and  reftore  thee  to  thy 
own  liberty,  and  thou  mayeft  hence- 
forth s;o  whither,  and  marry  whom, 
thou  wilt.  And  this  is  thy  bill  of 
divorcement  and  writing  of  expulfion, 
according  to  the  law  of  JVioJes  and 
Ifrael.  Signed  by  two  witnetTes.”  See 

Univ.  Hijl.  vol.  iii.  p*  149* 

The  people  having  been  taught  that  fuch  a 
hill  of  divorcement  was  a valid  diffolution  of 
the  marriage,  the  woman  or  courfe  believe  > 
that  fhe,  having  received  it,  was  free  to 
marry  any  other  man , as  much  as  if  her  hus- 
band had  been  dead ; and  thus  was  die  caufed, 
by  this  deceit,  to  marry  another,  by  which, 
in  truth,  and  in  the  fight  of  God,  die  com- 
' rnitted  adultery , 

of  the  chaftity  and  good  behaviour  of  the  Roman  matrons 
during  that  period. & And  indeed  the  account  we  have  of 
that  fir  ft  divorce,  need  not  leflenthem  inourefteem;  for 
Carvilius  Ruga  did  not  divorce  his  wife  for  any  fault  111 
her,  but  becaufe  he  had  no  children  by  her:  therefoie, 
thinking  himfelt  bound  by  a ioolifli  oath,  which  the 
Cenfars  at  that  time  caufed  people  to  take,  he  put  her 
away,  and  married  another.  See  Ant.  Uniy.  fiift.  voi.  iii. 
p.  148-  note  W.  and  vol.  xii.  p.  2j6. 

In  after  times,  the  Roman  women  grew  fo  debauched 
and  profligate,  that  when  Severus  mounted  the  throne, 
he  found  on  the  roll  of  caufes  to  be  tried,  no  leis  than 
three  thou  fa  mi  pro  fee  ut  ions  for  adultery . He  had  formed 
a fcheme  of  reformation,  which  from  that  moment  he 
abandoned  as  impolTible.  See  Alexander  s Hill,  of  W om. 

,«l. a5*.  The 
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The  latter  claufe  of  ver.  32.  Whofoever 
[hall  marry  her  that  is  divorced , committeth 
adultery , is  wanting  in  the  Cambridge  manu- 
fcript.  St.  Auguftine  fays,  that  feme  Greek 
and  Latin  copies  had  it  not,  and  feems  to 
treat  it  as  a needlefs  tautology ; his  words  are 
thefe — “ Explicatus  hie  fenfus  putari  potuit 
“ in  eo  quod  fuperius  diftum  eft” — “ facit 
“ earn  mczchari ’ — “ quomodo  enim  dimifla 
ic  fit  ?nczcha , nifi  fiat  qui  earn  duxerit  mce- 
“ chus  ?” — that  is — “ The  fenfe  of  this 
“ claufe  may  be  fuppofed  to  be  explained  in 
what  goes  before — caujeth  her  to  commit 
“ adultery — for  how  could  fhe  become  an 
adult erefs9  unlefs  the  man  who  married  her 
became  an  adulterer  T'  But  when  it  is 
confidered  that  our  Saviour  was  fpeaking 
to  a people  whofe  ears  were  dull  of  hearing , 
Matt.  xiii.  15 — who  were  taught  by  their 
Doctors  to  ftand  upon  the  mere  letter  of  ferip- 
ture,  v/ithout  entering  into  the  fpirit  of  it — 
it  was  neceflary  that  line  jhould  be  upon  line , 
line  upon  line — precept  upon  precept , precept 
upon  precept — as  the  Prophet  * fpeaks.  If. 
xxviii.  10. — therefore,  that  our  Lord  fhould 
not  leave  them  to  draw  conclufions  from 
words  of  implication  only,  and  thus  to  throw 
the  fin  upon  the  woman  alone,  becaufe  the 
man  was  not  mentioned,  but  fo  exprefs  Him- 
felf  as  to  bring  the  whole  law  on  the  fubjeft 
into  full  view;  as  Lev.  xx.  10.  where  both 

* So  the  JpojUe , Phil.iii.  1. — To  write  the  fame  things 
to  you,  to  me  indeed  is  not  grievous , but  for  you  it  is  fafe. 
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the  woman  and  the  man  are  explicitly  men- 
tioned, the  one  as  an  adulter  efs,  the  other  as 
an  adulterer . Surely  then,  on  the  analogy 
of  feripture  itfelf,  the  reading  of  this  laft 
claufe  may  be  retained,  as  it  -ftands  in  our 
printed  copies. 

The  next  feripture  to  be  farther  confider- 
ed,  is  Matt.  xix.  9.  I fay  unto  you,  Whofoever 
fall  put  away  his  wife  f except  it  be  for  fornica- 
tion ) and  fall  marry  another , committeih  adul- 
tery, and  wbofo  marrieth  her  which  is  put  away , 
committeth  adultery . — This  is  highly  neceffary, 
in  order  to  bring  into  view  the  whole  of  our 
Lord’s  defign,  which  was  to  reprobate  the 
various  abufes  of  divorce , at  that  time  prac- 
tifed  by  the  Jews,  and  among  the  reft,  the 
horrid  traffic,  which  the  very  law  of  Mofes , 
to  which  they  referred  for  their  juf  if  cation, 
condemned—  that  of  divorcing  their  wives  for 
every  caufe,  and,  of  courfe,  that  they  might 
exchange  them  fora  time,  and  then  take  them 
back  again ; — this  was  exprefsly  forbidden  by 
Deut.  xxiv.  2,  3,  4.  therefore  certainly  in- 
cluded in  our  Lord’s  difeourfe  on  the  fub- 
je<3:  of  unlawful  and  unjuft  divorce . And  in- 
deed I much  doubt,  whether,  in  this  place, 
the  applying  and  inforcing  of  Deut.  xxiv. 
2,  3,  4.  was  not  the  chief  objedt  which  our 
Saviour  had  in  view — (fee  before  p.  8^, 
86,  87.)  For  where  a man  divorced  his  wif 
for  fuch  a purpofe  (which,  according  to  the 
Hillelians  was  held  lawful — fee  before  p,  82.) 
he  became  an  adulterer  in  a double  fenfe 
as  not  only  caiifinghis  own  urn uftly -divorcee 
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wife  to .commit  adultery , by  proftituting  her 
to  another  man,  according  to  Matt.  v.  32. — ' 
but  alfo  by  taking  the  other  man’s  unjuftly- 
divorced  wife  , to  himfelf ; which,  in  this 
view  of  the  matter,  feems  the  true  import  of 
yuMfy  dKhv\v  in  this  place.  We  muft  remem- 
ber, that  Chrift  is  arguing  with  the  Jews  on 
the  footing  of  the  law  of  Mofes,  as  it  hood  in 
the  * Hebrew  fc  rip  til  re,  not  as  the  Scribes 
and  Pbarifees  interpreted  it,  or  as  we  have 
tranflated  it.  See  the  learned  Ainsworth 
on  Deut.  xxiv.  1,  &c.  and  Gell’s  Eftay  to- 
wards a New  Tranflation,  p.  7 23. 

A perfon  of  infidel- principles  was  once 
making  himfelf  merry  in  a large  company,  at 
the  expence  of  the  fcriptures,  and  told  his 
companions,  that  he  could  prove  the  prophet 
of  the  Chriftians  (as  he  called  Christ)  mij- 
taken , even  upon  the  moft  common  fubjefts^ 
After  awakening  the  curiofity  of  the  com- 
pany, he  thus  gratified  it- — “ Christ  fays* 
“ that  old  bottles  are  not  fo  ftrong  as  new’ 
(alluding  to  Matt.  ix.  17.)  “ and  therefore* 

if  new  wine  is  put  into  cld  bottles , it  will 
(C  break  them— now  don’t  every  body  know 
« that  old glafs  is  juft  as  ftrong  as  new , for 
“ who  ever  heard  that  glafs  was  the  weaker 
“ for  being  old?"  A clergyman  in  company, 
who  had  been  made  the  butt  oi  his  wit, 
gently  reproved  the  ignorance  and  folly  ot 

* In  which  the  word  — adultery — in  no  one  inltance 

was  referred  to  polygamy , nor  had  any  other  lenfe,  but 
the  defilement  of  a betrothed  or  married  woman. 
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this  witling,  by  afking  him  if  he  underftood 
Greek ? — “ Greek , Sir? — No,  Sir— but  what 
“ has  Greek  to  do  with  it  ? — a bottle  s a 
“ bottle,  whether  in  Greek  or  Englijh , every 
“ body  knows  that,  and  that  an  old  bottle  is 
“ juft  as  good  and  as  ftrong  as  a new  one” — - 
“ Not  quite.  Sir,”  (replied  the  other)  “ if 
C€  they  are  made  of  leather  or  Jkins , which 
“ was  the  fadt  as  to  the  bottles  Christ  fpeaks 
*€  of,  as  their  Greek  * name  imports ; — and 
“ indeed  it  is  fo  in  many  countries,  even  to 


* 'Amos  fignifies  a leathern  bottle , or  vejjel , ufcd  to 
hold  wine.  See  Jofh.  ix.  4,  13,  where  the  Hebrew 
word  rYTOU  is  rendered  by  the  LXX,  &Vxo/.  They  are 
laid  to  be  old  and  rent)  and  bound  up.  See  Harm.  Obf. 
on  Scripture , vol.  i.  p.  131,  132. 

The  celebrated  M.  de  Voltaire , whofe  malice  againft 
the  fcriptures  could  only  be  equalled  by  his  ignorance  of 
their  contents,  endeavours  to  prove,  from  Prov . xxiii.  31. 
that  the  whole  book  is  a forgery,  and  not  written  by  S0/0- 
mon  ; this  becaufe  DO  is  rendered,  in  theiranflations  be- 
fore him,  by  the  word  glafs — vitrum — verve — 44  where- 


as 


fays  that  wife  critic , 44  drinking-glaffes  were  not 
44  invented  till  after  Solomons  time,”  taking  it  for  grant- 
ed that  DO  muft  fignify  a drinking-glafs  ; whereas  it  de- 
notes any  drinking-cup  which  covers  or  inclofes  the  liquor , 
of  whatever  materials  the  faid  cup  may  confift. 

He  is  alike  happy  in  his  proof  of  1 Sam.  xxviii.  (which 
gives  an  account  of  Saul's  confuking  the  witch  of  Endor) 
being  a forgery , 44  becaufe  the  word  Python ” (ufed  in  the 
Vulgate  tranflation)  44  was  not  known  ’till  the  Jeivs  had 
44  lome  acquaintance  with  the  Greeks,  after  the  time  of 
“ Alexander .” — The  Hebrew  is  31  which  the  LXX 
render  by  e'yyctfpiyvQoy — ventriloquam — a kind  of  wizard, 
lo  called  from  their  ii$$jard  way  of  fpeaking  or  mutter- 
ing. But  not  a glimpfe  of  Python  is  there  to  be  found. 
See  Letters  of  Jews  to  Voltaire , vol.  ii,  p.275,  373. 
Tranf.  by  Lefanu • 
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“ this  day,  that  people  ufe  fkins  by  way  ol 
“ veflels  to  contain  wine.’’ — On  which  fide 
the  laughter  of  the  company  turned  is  not 
very  difficult  to  imagine. 

Something  like  this  facetious  gentleman’s 
mifconception  of  things  is  likely  to  be  our 
portion,  if  we  form  our  ideas  of  the  import 
of  certain  pafifages  of  fcripture,  from  the  found 
of  words  in  our  tranjlation , without  adverting 
to  the  fenfe  of  the  original . So  alfo,  if  we 
interpret  the  fcripture  according  to  our  own 
conceits,  without  duly  confidering  the  times 
when — the  places  where — the  occafwns  on 
which — and  the  ftuations  oi  the  perfons  to 
whom  they  are  addreffed.  Thefe  obferva- 
tions  are  peculiarly  needful  refpedting  the 
portion  of  fcripture  now  before  us,  efpecially 
as  we  have  popular  miftake,  vulgar  error,  and 
of  courfe,  prejudice  of  education,  to  contend 
with.  Still  all  thefe  cannot  alter  the  truth 
of  fcripture,  or  render  it  at  all  the  more  cer- 
tain, that  Christ  here  condemns , or  indeed 
mentions,  polygamy . 

He  was  furrounded  at  this  time  by  a great 
multitude  of  people,  who,  in  principle,  as 
living  under  the  law  of  the  Old  Teflament, 
were  polygamijls,  and,  doubtlels,  numbers  oi 
them  were  fo  in  praShce — many  there  mult 
have  been  among  this  great  multitude  oi  yews T 
who  had  either  married  two  wives  togethei, 
or  having  one>  took  another  to  her,  and  coha- 
bited with  both . Had  our  Lord  intended  to 
have  condemned  fuch  pradtices,  he  would 
fcarcely  have  made  ufe  of  words -which  did 
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not  defcrihe  their  fituation,  but  of  words  that 
did.  It  is  very  plain  that — He  that  putteth 
away  his  wife , by  giving  her  a bill  oj  divorce- 
merit— could  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
man  who  took  two  wives  together,  or  one  to 
another , and  cohabited  alike  with  both.  But 
we  are  apt,  like  the  man  and  his  bottles , to 
conftrue  fcripture,  by  fuppofing  perfons  to 
whom  particular  things  are  faid,  were  in  the 
circumftances  then,  in  which  we  are  now ; 
but  it  was  far  otherwife:  they  had  no  muni- 
cipal laws  againft  polygamy,  as  we  have.  So 
far  from  it,  their  whole  law  (as  has  been  abun- 
dantly proved)  allowed  it.  Which  faid  law, 
and  every  part  thereof,  was,  at  the  time 
Christ  fpake  what  is  recorded  in  Matt, 
xix.  9,  in  as  full  force  and  efficacy,  as  at  the 
moment  after  Mofes  had  delivered  it  to  the 
people.  He  therefore  could  no  more  ftate 
polygamy  as  adultery  by  the  law  of  Ifrael , than 
I can  Hate  it  as  high  treafon  by  the  laws  of 
England. 

It  is  to  be  obferved,  that  the  fubj eft-matter 
in  debate  was  the  bufmefs  of  divorce , which 
the  J ews  had  carried  to  a fhameful  height, 
and  this  is  what  Christ  is  oppofing.  The 
occafion  of  the  difcourfe  feems  to  be  this— 
what  He  had  faid  in  His  fermon  on  the  mount, 
in  Galilee , about  divorce , Matt.  v.  31,  32, 
had,  doubtlefs,  been  carried  to  the  Pharifees 
in  Judea , by  fome  of  their  emiffaries,  who 
were  among  the  multitudes  that  followed  Him 
from  thence.  Matt.  iv.  25.  mod  probably  by 
fome  of  thole  fpies , which  were  fet  upon  all 
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his  words  and  aft  ions.  See  Luke  xx.  20.  The 
Pharifees  yyi re  provoked,  as  what  Christ 
had  laid  militated  againft  thole  notions  which 
they  had  received,  and  ftrenuoufly  maintain- 
ed among  their  difciples.  On  His  return 
into  the  coafis  of  Judea  beyond  Jordan,  He  was 
alio  attended  by  great  multitudes,  ver.  2.  The 
Pharifees  thought  this  a fair  opportunity  to 
entangle  Him  m His  talk  (as  Matt.  xxii.  15-) 
and  lay  Him  under  difficulties,  either  that  of 
difavowing  what  He  had  faid,  or,  if  He  per- 
illed in  it,  to  reprefent  Him  before  the  mul- 
titude as  an  enemy  to  the  law  of  Mofes. 
Therefore  we  read,  ver.  3.  the  Pharifees  alfo 
came  unto  Hun,  tempting  Him— by  propoling 
an  enfnaring  queftion,  which  they  fuppoled 
would  lay  Him  under  one  or  other  of  the 
difficulties  above-mentioned,  either  of  deny- 
ing what  He  had  faid,  or  of  appearing  an 
adverfary  to  Mofes.  They  therefore  alk  Him. 
— Is  it  lawful for  a man  to  put  away  his  wife 
for  every  caufe?  His  anfwer  to  this  is  not 
founded  on  any  new  law  of  His  own,  but  on 
the  original  command  of  Cod,  delivered  by 
Adam,  Cen.  ii.  24.  The  Pharifees  then  bring 
their  defign  into  full  view,  by  quoting  Mofes  $ 
authority  againft  the  anfwer  which  Christ 
had  given,  and  in  defence  of  their  own  opi- 
nion. The  palfage  which  they  referred  to, 
was  Deut.  xxiv.  1,  which  they  called  a com- 
mand ; but  our  Lord  corrects  them,  and  calls 
it  only  a permiffon,  and  this  —for  the  haid- 
nefs  of  their  hearts ; not  that  it  aftedted  the 
matter  in  the  light  of  God,  by  vacating  the- 
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marriage,  for  that  a man  who  married  a di~ 
forced  woman , was  as  guilty  of  adultery  in  the 
fight  of  God,  as  if  the  had  not  been  divorced, 
and  fo  was  the  divorced,  woman,  who  married 
again,  living  her  hufband . That  this  was  the 
fcope  of  Christ's  reafoning  upon  the  matter, 
appears  from  the  anfwer  which  He  gave  to 
His  diiciples,  Mark  X.  to,  u,  12.  when  in 
the  houfe , they  aftzed  Him  again  of  the  fame 
matter — ore  pi  dvtx — about  the felf-fame  iden~ 

tical  thing.— He  cannot  be  fbppofed  to  vary 
His  opinion  upon  the  fame  point ; therefore, 
in  words  which  had  the  fame  meaning,  He 
repeats  the  fubftance  of  what  He  had  before 
laid  to  the  Pharifees,— He  faith  unto  them, 
W hofoever  fhall  put  away  his  wife , and  marry 
aiiother , commit teth  adultery  againjl  her ; to 
which  He  adds — And  if  a woman  Jhall  put 
away  her  husband,  and  be  married  to  another , 
fhe  committeth  adultery : , . 

As  the  Pharifees  had  referred  Christ  to 
the  authority  of  Mofes , by  way  of  anlwer  to 
what  He  had  faid,  to  prove  the  unlawfulnefs 
of  divorces ; He  takes  an  opportunity  to  deted: 
their  abufe  of  that  fcripture,  Deut.  xxiv.  1 . 
&c.  (for  this  is  the  paffage  evidently  re- 
ferred to)  .and  proves,  oh  the  ground 
of  ver.  4.  of  that  chapter,  the  truth  of  all 
he  faid  upon  the  fubje<5t;  namely,  that  thefe 
permiiTive  divorces,  which  Moses  fuffered 
(£7rerpE^sv)  for  the  hardnefs  of  their  hearts , 
wrought  nodiffolution  of  the  marriage-bond, 
but  that  the  man  who  thus  injuriously  divorced 
his  v/ife,  caufed  her  to  be  defiled y and  he 
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who  married  her,  defiled  her  j but  yet, 
having  married  her,  (he  could  not  * return 
to  her  fir  ft  hufband,  on  a divorce  from  the 
fecondy  without  a frefh  aft  of  adultery . De- 
filing a man’s  wife,  and  committing  adultery 
upon  her,  are  fynonymous  terms,  as  may 
appear  by  comparing  Prov . vi.  29.  with 
JEzek.  xviii.  11,  15.  Therefore  our  Savi- 
our fays  no  more  in  effect,  than  is  faid  Deut . 
xxiv.  4 ; He  only  enlarges  upon,  explains, 
and  appplies  the  doQrine  there  delivered, 
concerning  the  defilement  and  adultery  which 
was  the  confequence  of  marrying  a divorced 
woman,  and  has  a view  to  the  licentious 
practices  of  the  fiews,  under  the  fanftion  of 
thefe  wanton  and  caufelels  divorces.  The  an- 
tient  Jews  had  learned  from  the  Egyptians , 
amongft  whom  they  dwelt  fo  long,  a practice 
of  changing  their  wive?:,  and  afterwards  tak- 
ing them  again  ; which  the  law,  Deut*  xxiv. 
* — 4 , was  exprefsly  made  to  prevent,  as  one 
of  the  greateff  abominations  in  the  light  of 
God.  Still  this  practice  prevailed  in  later 
times,  as  may  be  gathered  from  Jer.  v.  8. 
Tfhey  were  as  Jed  horfies  in  the  monwig,  every  one 
neighed  after  his  neighbour  s wife.  Their  in- 


* The  irrftance  of 'David's  taking  again  Michal , Saul's 
dauahter,  after  (he  had  been  the  wife  of  Phaltiel , the 
fon^f  Laijh , had  nothing  to  do  with  this  ; for  (lie  had 
not  been  put  away  from  David  by  bill  of  diver  cement,  or 
any  other  a&  of  his,  but  violently  taken  away  by  her  fa- 
ther Saul,  and  given  to  Phaltiel . Nor  was  it,  probably, 
in  her  power  to  ha'/e  gain  fayed  the  imperious  command* 
of  her  tyrannical  father.  See  1 Sam.  xxv.  44*  2 Sam*. 

1*1.1  v See.  - 
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tercourfe  with  the  * Greeks  f and  Romans, 
in  later  times  dill,  was  another  means  of  pro- 
moting this  unnatural  and  horrid  traffic.  This 
could  not  be  carried  on  among  the jews  with-^ 
out  the  expedient  of  the  nn,-D  “13D  bill  of 
divorcement ; without  this  the  adultery  had 
been  too  barefaced,  but  with  it,  they  had 
been  taught  by  their  rabbles , iuch  as  Hillcll 
(who  held  that  a man’s  feeing  a woman  he 
liked  better  than  his  own  wife , was  a juft  caufe 
of  divorce ) to  do  as  they  pleafed.  They  might 
put  away  their  wives  for  every  caufe , therefore 
for  this,  among  the  reft,  becaufe  they  faw 
another’s  (for  that  may  be  fignified  by  the 
word  oChtyy,  as  I fh all  obferve  prefently) 
whom  they  liked  better  than  their  own. 
Thus  under  thefe  divorces  they  could  ex- 
change J their  wives.  For  inftance — A. 
liked  the  wife  of  B ■ — B.  liked  the  wife  of  A. 
— each  hating  his  own — they  agree  to  change 
—How  ftiall  this  be  done  ? If  the  wives  are 

* See  before  p.  210 — 13. 

+ How  fond  and  eager  the  Jews  were  to  imitate  the 
heathen  fafhions  and  manners,  efpecially  thofe  of  the 
Greeks , fee  2 Macc.  iv.  15,  16. 

X This  was  fo  abhorred  of  God,  that  he  made  the 
positive  law,  Deut.  xxiv,  1 — 4.  in  fitch  terms,  as  to 
prevent  the  man  who  had  divorced  his  wife,  from  ever 
taking  her  again  after  her  marriage  with  another  man , not 
only  on  a divorce  from  that  man,  but  even  after  his  death . 
It  is  a grievous  thing  that  our  tranfation  has  obfeured 
the  whole  drift  and  meaning  of  the  paffage,  (fee  before 
p.  85,  &c.)  for  by  this  it  is,  that  the  reader  is  led  into 
the  notion  of  Christ’s  making  a new  law  againft  poly- 
gamy^ while  he  is  enforcing  the  old  law  againft  nnjujl 
divorce • 
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exchanged  without  a bill  of  divorce , adultery 
muft  be  acknowledged  on  both  Tides ; they 
therefore  have  recourfe  to  a bill  of  divorcement , 
under  which  the  woman  was  held  to  be  legally 
put  away,  according  to  the  law  of  Mofes  and 
Ifrael  (fee  before  p.  .)  and  was  free  to 
inarry  whom  fhe  would ; the  bill  of  divorce- 
ment being  looked  upon  as  an  abfolute  and 
total  diffolution  of  the  marriage-bond.  Our 
Lord  is  fhewing  the  contrary.  Firft,  On  the 
footing  of  the  indiffolubility  of  the  contrail, 
in  the  light  of  God,  by  any  human  autho- 
rity. Secondly,  On  the  terms  of  the  very 
law,  to  which  the  Pharifees  referred  him  for 
their  jollification  ; which  being  taken  all 
together , proves  no  more  than  an  implied  per- 
miffion  of  divorce  for  the  hardnefs  of  their 
hearts  ; or,  as  we  fay — a menfd  & toro  propter 
feevitiam — “ from  bed  and  board  by  realon 
ie  of  cruelty and  this  was,  that  women 
might  be  releafed  from  the  barbarity  with 
which  their  cruel  hufbands  would  have  treat- 
ed them,  on  conceiving  fome  diflike,  had  they 
been  forced  to  have  lived  with  them.  But 
yet,  as  Mofes  (hews,  the  bond  of  marriage  flill 
remained ; fo  that  if  a man  married  luch  a 
woman,  he  and  the  woman  were  both  guilty 
of  adultery , in  the  fight  of  God,  notwiths- 
tanding the  bill  of  divorcement. . If  this  had 
not  been  the  caie,  Mofes  could  not  have  called 
themarriageof  thedivorced  woman  a defilement 
— faying,  Deut.  xxiv.  4 .—after  Jhe  is  defiled. 
Our  Saviour,  therefore,  doth  not  by  His — 
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I fay  unto  you,  mean  that  He.  was  enading  * 
a new  law,  of  laying  down  * rule  that  was 
oppofite  to,  or  inconfiftent  vvith,  t he  law  oj 
Mofes — had  He  attempted  this,  he  had  fallen 
into  the  very  fnare  which  the  Pharifees  ha 
laid  for  Him.  But— “ I fay  unto  you"  means 
here,  as  in  the  indances  before  1 elated  in  His 
fermon  upon  the  mount  (fee  before,  p.  310 

313)  as  if  He  faidr — ‘ ‘Your  rabbles  teach  you 

“ fo  and  fo,  and  in  fo  teaching  you  they 
“ make  void  the  law  of  God  through  their 
“ traditions but  i,  who  am  come  to  re- 
“ do  re  the  honour  of  Mofes's  law,  by  redor- 
« ing  its  true  fenfe  and  meaning — I— on  the 
« authority  of  that  law,  which  you  have 
“ partially  quoted,  without  taking  the 
“ whole  together— fay  unto  you,  though,  for 
“ the  bardnefs  of  your  hearts , Moses  fujfered 
“ you  to  put  away  your  wives , and  fufpended 
t(  any  punifhment  which  might  have  accrued 
for  fo  doing,  yet  did  he  not,  nor  could  he 
“ thereby  diffolve  the  marriage  itfelf*  fo 
« far  from  it,  he  terms  the  marriage  of  fuch 
a divorced  woman  a defilement.  Therefore 
<c  1 fay  unto  you —whofoever  putteth  away 
iC  his  wife , ( except  for  the  caufe  oj  J or  me a- 
“ tion — which  is  the  only  legal  caufe  of 
**  divorce)  and  marrieth  another • — hereby 
i<  tempting,  and  even  provoking  the  (frzw- 
M ced  woman  to  marry  another  man— that 
though  the  perfonal  guilt  follows  the  per- 

* Mr.  Salmon  well  obferves,  that  <c  the  gofpel  is  a 
« covenant  revealing  grace , not  commanding  a new  mo - 
“ ratify  ” E flay  on  Marriage,  p.  134. 
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#f  final  a£i>  with  refpedt  to  her,  fo  that  if 
flie,  while  her  husband  livethy  be  married  to 
another  man , fie  fiall  be  called  an  adult erejs 
“ (fee  Rom.  vii.  2.)  yet  the  guilt  of  this 
“ adultery  will  alfo  be  imputed  to  him  who 
**  was  the  wilful  occafion  of  it,  by  caufmg 
her  to  commit  it . And  as  to  you,  who, 

for  the  purpofe  of  exchanging  your  wives. 
ee  with  each  other  (a  matter  which  the  law  of 
Mofes , in  a part  of  the  pailage  which  you 
refer  me  to,  but  which  you  don’t  mention, 
<€  was  particularly  made  to  guard  againft  *) 
ic  have  put  away  your  wives — and  to  you 
6(  who  marry  fuch  divorced  women — and  to 
ic  you  divorced  women,  who  think  yourfelves 
“ at  liberty  to  marry  whom  ye  will,  when 
€t  ye  are  unjuftly  put  away  from  your  huf- 
f*  bands — Mofes  calls  all  this  defilement , which 
“ is  but  another  term  for  adultery : — there - 
“ fore  I fay  unto  you,  as  well  as  to  thofe 
“ who,  contrary  to  the  law  above-mention- 
“ ed,  take  back  again  the  women  they  have 
**  once  divorced  after  they  have  been  mar - 

“ ried 

* For  th  is,  faith  A bar  bine  l on  Deut.  xxiv.  4.  was  to 
imitate  the  /Egyptians^  who  changed  their  wives,  and 
took  them  again  into  their  houfes,  which  was  the  occa- 
fion  of  great  filthinefs  ; For,  as  Ifaac  Arama  gloffes,  if 
this  had  not  been  prohibited,  a gate  had  been  opened 
unto  vile  men  to  make  a trade  of  changing  their  wives, 
and  thereby  filled  the  land  with  whoredojn. — See  Pair . 
On  Deut . xxiv.  4. 

f I hough  the  bill  of  divorcement  wrought  as  a fort  of 
divorce  a menfa  & toro , and  as  a releafe  from  the  vinculum 
externum , or  outward  bond — yet  nothing  but  adultery  or 
death  could  diffolve  the  vinculum  internum > which  was 
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rieil  to  others — however  ye  may  have  been 
“ taught  to  abufe  the  toleration  of  divorce 
€C  on  particular  occaiions — that  all  the  cafes 
“ which  I have  mentioned,  touching  men 
“ divorcing  their  wives  and  marrying  others, 

“ thereby  cauiing  their  unjuftly-divorced 
“ wives  to  marry  other  men — of  men  marry- 
<c  in  2 divorced  women — and  divorced  women 
“ marrying  other  men — this  is  all  contrary 
“ to  the  law  of  marriage  itfelf,  as  delivered 
“ to  and  pronounced  by  Adam,  Gen.ii.  24. 

“ as  well  as  to  the  law,  of  the  feventh  com - 
“ mandmenty  delivered  to  Mofesy  and  by  him 
“ delivered  to  the  people  at  Mount  Sinai . 

“ In  (hort,  thefe  are  only  feveral  * methods  of 

created  by  the  fpecial  command  of  God  — they  J, ball  be  one 
fiejh.  Therefore,  when adivorced  woman  went  away  from 
herhufband,  and  married  another  man,  The  committed  an 
adtof  adultery  in  theeyeof  God  : but  this  diflolved  the^zr/? 
contra^,  and  made  her  the  wife  of  the  fecond  man  ; there- 
fore, if  thi»  man  put  her  away,  the  firft  hufband,  of 
whom  flie  had  been  the  (fee  Luke  xvi.  18.) 

could  not  take  her  again  without  committing  adultery ; — 
for  after  her  departure  from  him,  under  the  bill  of  divorce-* 
merit , file  had  become,  by  the  hufband’s  own  abb  and 
deed,  and  by  her  act  of  adultery,  another  man’s  property, 
otherwife  file  could  not  be  fuppofed  (ver.  2.)  to  become 
another  man  s wife.  The  law  therefore  of  Deut.  xxiv.  1, 
&c.  was  yfpecially  made  to  prevent  fuch  abominable 
traffic. — See  the  preceding  note. 

* The  reader  may  obferve,  that,  in  this  paraphrafe, 

I have  endeavoured  to  lay  before  him  every  interpretation 
of  the  pafTage,  which  harmonizes  with  the  meaning  of 
the  word  adultery — as  it  is  ufed  in  the  Hebrew  ft crip- 
ture  ; for  it  cannot  be  fuppofed  that  Christ,  who  is 
fpeaking  of  the  law  of  Mofesy  fhould  call  any  thing 
adultery , but  that  which  is  fo  by  that  law. 
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“ incurring  the  guilt  of  adultery ; therefore 
“ all  the  falvos  which  your  confciences  may 
“ derive  from  your  abufe  of  Mofes's  permif- 
“ fioiTj  with  refped  to  bills  of  divorcement, 
« however  highly  ejleemed  amongjl  men , are 
“ abomination  in  the  fight  of  God.  Luke  *xvi. 
«<  1 — Here  Christ  puts  the  Pharifees  to 

(Hence,  by  the  very  law  which  they  had  par- 
tially quoted,  with  the  hope  of  enfnaring 
Him,  and  making  Him  appear  as  an  enemy 
to  the  law  of  MoJ'es.  We  do  not  read  of  any 
reply  which  they  attempted  to  make : this 
would  certainly  not  have  been  the  cale,  had 
they  underftood  him  to  have  fpoken  againft 
polygamy  as  adultery ; the  Pharifees  could  have 
defired  nothing  more  to  their  purpofe,  of 
reprefenting  Him  as  an  enemy  to  Mofes,  as 
there  was  not  a Angle  paiTage  in  the  whole  law 
of  Mofes  to  have  fupported  Him  againft  them 
on  that  point.  They  were  ready  enough, 
on  other  occafions,  to  call  upon  him  for  his 
authority  as  to  what  he  faid and  did—  See  JSdatt . 
xxi.  23'.  Marks. i.  28.— but  here  they  are  to- 
tally ft  lent : and  this  under  the  only  fair  op- 
portunity they  ever  had,  of  conviding  Him 
of  a downright  faljhood,  as  laying  down  that 
for  law,  which  their  law  contradided.  It  is 
therefore  plain  that  they  underftood  Him  in 
no  fuch  fenfe.  Neither  did  His  own  dilciples 
vtnderftand  Him  to  lpeak  of  any  thing  but 
divorce. — They  are  faid,  Mark  x.  1 o,  in  the 
houfe  to  afi  Him  again  of  the  fame  matter ; His 
anfwer  was  in  fubftance  the  fame  : the  con- 

clufion  which  the  diiciples  draw  from  it  is— 
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If  the  cafe  of  the  man  be  fo  with  his  wife , it  is  not 
good  to  marry — /.  e.  f*  If  a man  cannot  get  rid 
of  his  wife  when  he  pleafes,  he  l ad  better 
<i  not  marry  at  all.,>  This  concluiion  muft 
have  been  made  from  their  underftanding 
Christ  to  fpeak  of  divorce , for  it  is  totally 
foreign  from  the  matter  of  polygamy ± — How 
could  they  poftibly  mean  that  a man  had  bet- 
ter have  no  wife  at  alU  if  he  could  not  have 
more  than  one  at  once ? It  muft  likewife  be 
fuppofed,  that  they  did  not  mifunderftand 
their  Mafier , for  if  they  had,  He  would 
doubtlefs  have  fet  them  right  in  his  reply 
(Matt.  xix.  ii,  12)  and  not  have  there  faid, 
what  clearly  (hews  them  to  have  underftood 
Him  aright. 

Now  let  us.  confider  Matt.  xix.  9.  ftill 
more  clofely,  taking  it  in  connection  with  his 
fubfequent  explanation  of  it  to  the  difciples  in 
the  houfe.  Mark  x.  10,  11,  12. 

I fay  unto  you — Whofoever  fhall  pat  away 
his  wife — udi  y^jULVjd^  &AAvjv — and  Jhall  ?narry 
another ; d AAvjv  muft  here  have  a reference  to 
the  preceding  yt ivoum,  which  we  render  by 
the  word  wife  — therefore  yvvxtna,  muft  be 
underftood  as  following  the  wrord  <xAAvjy,  and 
this  may  be  conftrued  in  the  fenfe  of  ctkk orptow 
ywotmcc — another  man  s wife , i.  e.  a divorced 
woman . We  find  the  word  dhkw,  fo  ufed, 
1 Cor.  x.  29.  t bro  dkkviQ  <rwei$yG6M — which  we 
rightly  tranfiate  — another  man  s confcien.ee . 
The  learned  Wetdein  takes  dhkviv  in  this  fenfe, 
in  his  note  on  Matt.  xix.  9. — His  words  are 
~ AAA^v]  /.  e . ’AAA OTpiav  ab  alio  itidem  viro 
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repudiatam — vel  ab  illo  divertentem,  ut  He- 
rodias  * & Salome . — “ Another ] that  is — tf/z- 
other  mans  wife , who  has  been  repudiated 
by  him,  or  who  has  left  her  hufband  ; as 
“ did  Herodias  and  Salome."  He  mentions 

* Salome  was  filler  to  Herod  the  Great.  She  is  faid  to 
have  been  the  firfl  woman  who  repudiated  her  hufband. 
Herodias  left  her  husband  Philip,  and  married  the  faid 
Philip's  brother,  Herod  Antipas  ; for  which  'John  the 
Baptijl  feverely  reproved  him,  laying — it  is  not  lawful  fir 
thee  to  have  her.  Matt.  xiv.  4.  For  faying  this,  he  had  a 
double  authority.  Firfl,  as  to  the  incejl , Lev.  xviii.  16. 
Secondly,  with  regard  to  her  being  another  man  s wife , 
Lev.  xx.  10.  Herod's  fituation  was  juft  what  our  Lord 
condemns  in  the  paiiage  of  Mark  x.  11,  12.  He  had 
put  away  his  firjl  wife , who  was  the  daughter  of  Aretas , 
king  of  Arabia , that  he  might  take  his  brother  Philip's 
wife,  with  whom  he  had  fallen  in  love  ; and  he  did  this 
at  the  requefl  of  Herodias  herlelf.  This  was  putting 
a wayhis  wife , and  marrying  cjaahp,  i.  e.  d.k\d]ptcLV,  another  s, 
which  was  adultery  ; as  was  Herodias' s leaving  her  hus- 
band, and  marrying  Herod.  All  this  (except  the  inceii) 
fell  diredtly  under  the  condemnation  of  the  divine  law , 
as  explained  by  Christ  to  the  difciples , and  doubtlets 
was  meant  by  what  he  faid  before,  in  the  prefence  of  the 
multitude , to  the  Pharifees ; and  may  ferve  as  a proper 
illullration  of  the  doclrine  of  the  divine  law , as  fet  forth 
by  our  Lord,  with  refpedt  to  unlawful  divorces , taking 
in  the  fenfe  of  d\Ko]fictv. 

See  alfo  the  cafe  of  Drufilla , a daughter  of  Herod  Agrip- 
pa,  who  forfook  Azizus , king  of  Emefa,  and  married  Fe- 
lix  (fee  Adis  xx iv.  24.)  alfo  of  her  two  fillers. — Berenice , 

the  eldefl,  left  her  hufband  Polemon , king  ot  Pontus>  to  go 
to  others — and  Mariamne , the  youngeft,  was  married  to 
Archelaus , and  forfook  him  to  marry  Detnetrius , an  Alex- 
andrian Jew.  Ant.  Univ.  Hid.  vol.  x.  p.  643,  and 

The  above-mentioned  ivomen  were  of  high  rank  and 
dignity  ; but  doubtlefs  others  pra&ifed  the  fame,  who 
were  of  too  Iqy/  a degree  to  be  fubjcdls  of  the  hiflorian  $ 
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afterwards  a difficulty  he  was  under  from  this 
interpretation  of  ccAAvjv — as  it  leems  to  make 
the  text  % the  fame  thing  * twice  over-, 
and  on  evr'  dvTYiv,  Mark  x.  n.  he  has  the 
following  note,  which  I will  lay  before  the 
reader  in  Englijh , referring  the  learned  to  the 
original. — Againji  her.]  “ There  are  fome 
who  interpret  this  to  relate  to  the  fecond 
“ or  latter  wife,  on  whom  the  huiband  might 
“ commit  adultery,  properly  fo  called ; which 
*'  he  cannot  be  faid  to  commit  if  he  fhould 
il  marry  a virgin,  or  a widow,  but  only  by 
€t  marrying  a woman  who  had  been  in  like 
“ manner  (i.  e.  unjuftly)  divorced  by  another 
“ man.  But  there  is  an  -f*  objeition  to  this 

“ interpretation, 

* This  obje&ion  is  at  an  end,  if  the  latter  claufe  is  to  be 
left  out,  as  in  the  Cambridge , and  many  other  copies. 
See  Mills  and  Wetjlein  on  Matt.  xix.  9. 

f Since  the  firft  edition  of  this  book,  I have  confidered 
very  deeply  this  objection  of  Wetjiein  s,  as  well  as  the 
ground  on  which  it  ftands.  He  certainly,  when  writing 
on  Mark  x.  11,  12.  had  the  claufe  of  Matt.  xix.  9.  in 
his  mind,  infomuch  as  to  confound  it  with  Mark  x.  12  ; 
but,  on  the  moft  attentive  confideration,  I cannot  think, 
with  St.  Anjlin  and  others,  that  the  latter  claufe  of  Matt, 
xix.  9.  viz.  He  that  marrieth  her  that  is  put  away  com- 
mitted adultery , has  the  lead:  tautology , even  taking  the 
a.KKr\v  in  the  former  claufe  in  the  fenfe  of  ct\holptetv — be- 
caufe  the  whole  verfe,  taken  together,  is  no  other  than  a 
complete  refutation  of  the  Jews  doctrine  of  divorce  for 
every  caufe,  and  a full  eftablifhment  of  the  truth  which 
Christ  is  contending  for — viz. — that  no  caufe,  but 
that  of  adultery  in  the  wife , is  any  ground  of  divorce  from 
the  bond  of  marriage,  fo  as  to  exempt  the  man  who 
fhould  marry  her,  living  her  hufband,  from  the  crime  of 
adultery.  In  this  view  the  whole  will  ftand  thus — viz. 

— IJ/hofoever  fh all  put  away  his  wife  (except  for  form* 
cation , which  is  the  only  thing  which  can  difTolve  the 
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9i  interpretation,  which  is,  that  by  this 
“ method  of  interpreting  the  paffage,  the 

“ fame 

contrad)  andjhall  marry  another  (yvvstntet^  wife  or  woman 
unjuftly  divorced)  committeth adultery  (upon  fuch  woman 
— i'T  etdjbv — Markx.  II.)  no  unjuft  divorce  diflolving  her 
contrail  with  the  man  who  put  her  away. 

Thus  far  the  firft  claufe— on  which  it  might  be  fup- 
pofed,  that,  as  the  firft  man  had  not  only  put  away  his 
wife  by  a bill  of  divorcement,  but  alfo  married  another 
divorced  woman , and  by  that  committed  adultery , fuch' 
an  a£t  releafed  the  firft  woman  entirely  from  him,  and 
therefore  any  other  man  might  innocently  take  her  to 
Wife,  as  a woman  divorced  juftly  and  entirely,  the  bond 
being  vacated  by  the  hufband’s  adultery . — But  our  Lord 
declares  it  to  be  otherwife  fettled  by  the  law  j nothing 
but  adultery  in  the  wife  could  diflolve  the  bond  of  marriage, 
therefore,  the  ad  of  the  hufband  above  mentioned,  did 
not  bring  the  wife  into  the  ftate  of  a fingle  woman , fo  as 
that  fhe  might  marry  again,  living  her  hufband — where- 
fore Christ  adds — that  whofo  married  a woman  under 
fuch  circumftances  of  unjuft  and  invalid  divorce  (a'ToA.s- 
— that  had  been  put  away  in  this  manner)  commit- 
ted adultery , no  ad  of  the  hufband’s  fetting  her  free  from 
him. 

This  latter  claufe  feems  therefore  as  neceflary  as  the 
former — in  order  to  elucidate  the  whole  dodtrine  of  di-. 
vorce , and  td  prove,  that  no  one  real  caufe  or  ground  of 
it,  fo  as  to  diflolve  a marriage,  exifted  on  the  footing  of 
the  divine  lawy  but  fornication  or  adultery  in  the  wife  ; 
which  appears  alfo  to  be  clearly  laid  down  Matt.  v.  32. 
with  the  fpirit  and  fenfe  of  which  fcripture,  this  pafiage 
of  Matt.  xix.  9.  exadtly  harmonizes. 

In  this  view  of  the  matter,  this  fcripture,  fo  far  front 
condemning  polygamy  y rather  eftablifhes  it;  otherwife  a 
man’s  taking  a fecond  woman,  if  fuch  taking  Was  adultery 
againft  the  firft  wife,  would  fet  her  free,  and  if  fo,  a 
man  who  married  her  would  not  fin,  for  adultery  is  cer- 
tainly a releafe,  a vinculo  matrimonii , with  relped  to  the 
party  againft  whom  it  is  committed. 

It  may  alfo  be  obferved,  that  no  poflible  cafe  can  be 

put  of  a man’s  adually  committing  adultery , but  by  in- 

‘ tercourfe 
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««  fame  thing  would  be  faid  twice' over,  once 
“ at  this  ver.  1 1,  and  again  at  ver.  12.” 

Here  I cannot  help  diilenting  from  this 
learned  and  judicious  man  ; for  furely  a man  s 
putting  away  his  wife,  and  marrying  another 
divorced  woman , and  a woman  s putting  away 
her  hup  and,  and  marrying  another  man,  are 
very  different  ideas.  In  both  cafes  adultery 
is  committed,  whether  the  woman  be  unjuft- 
ly  put  away  from  her  huiband,  or  (he  put 
herfelf  away ; but  when  we  conffder,  as  in 
the  cafe  of  Herodias  and  Salome , that  this  laft 
was  growing  into  a cuftom — for  Salome  s ex- 
ample was  foon  followed  by  others,  as  Jofe - 
phus  * writes — it  was  natural  for  Christ  to 
condemn  this  in  as  exprejs  terms  in  one  cafe  as 
in  the  other,  both  being  equally  oppofite  to 
the  law  of  God. 

The  Jews  at  this  time  had  much  intercourfe 
with  the  Romans , Judea  having  been  long 
reduced  to  the  fituation  of  a Roman  province, 
and  no  doubt,  in  the  very  corrupt  ftate  in 
which  the  Jews  univerfally  were,  the  Roman 
manners  eafily  infinuated  themfelves  among 
the  Jewifh  women.  See  before,  p.  364,  n. 
Divorces,  though  allowed  very  early  in  Rome 9 

tercourfe  with  the  wife  of  another  ; for  which  reafon  it  is 
a folecifm  to  talk  of  his  committing  adultery  upon  or  againjl 
his  own  wife , in  any  other  fenfe,  than  by  caufing,  tempt- 
ing, or  prevailing  on  her  to  commit  it,  which  is  the  cafe 
put  Matt.  v.  32. 

* See  Ant.  Univ.  Hift.  vol.  iii-  p.  149,  at  the  bottom 
of  the  note. 
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were  never  put  in  pradbice  till  about  the  year 
of  Rome  r 20,  which  was  before  Christ  229 
years,  in  the  cafe  of  Carvilius  Ruga , who  di- 
vorced his  wife  becaufe  {he  was  barren ; after 
which  they  became  fcandalouily  frequent, 
as  a corruption  of  manners  prevailed  in  the 
republic , till  the  Romaji  women  grew  as  licen- 
tious in  leaving  their  hufbands,  as  the  huf- 
bands  were  in  putting  them  away. — What 
was  the  charadber  of  the  Roman  ladies  in  this 
refpedb,  we  may  learn  from  Juvenal*,  who 
wrote  not  many  years  after  this  time.  In 
Sat.  vi.  he  is  dilfuading  his  friend  Urjidius 
Pojlbumus  from  marriage,  by  fetting  before 
him  the  monfbrous  pradbices  of  the  Roman 
women,  one  of  which  was,  leaving  their  huf- 
bands, and  marrying  other  men. 

Speaking  of  their  imperioufnefs,  lie  fays, 
their  grand  argument,  in  all  difputes  with 
their  hufbands,  was 

Hoc  volo — fic  jubeo,  fit  pro  ratione  voluntas. 

Imperat  ergo  viro  1.  222. 

Then  he  proceeds- 

* So  from  Seneca , who  fays  — “ Who  is  now  afhamcd 
of  breaking  the  nuptial  union,  when  fo  many  ladies  of 
“ eminence  and  quality  reckon  their  years  not  by  the 
number  of  conjuls,  but  of  hufbands  ; and  are  divorced 
in  hopes  of  marrying,  and  marry  in  hopes  of  being  di- 
yorced.”  De  Benef.  Lib.  in.  c.  16. 

Puffendorf  obferves,  Lib.  vi.  c.  1.  § 15.  that  the  bor- 
rowing and  lending  of  wives  among  the  Ro?nans , is  a 
practice  much  talked  of  by  authors. 
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..... Scd  mox  hxc  regna  relinquit  • 

* Permutatque  domos,  k flamea  content.  Inde 
Avolat,  & fpreti  repetit  veftigia  le&i. 

Ornatos  paulo  ante  fores,  pendentia  linquit 
Vela  domus,  & adhuc  virides  in  limine  ramos. 

Sic  crefcit  numerus,  fic  fiunt  otto  manti 
Quinque  per  autumnos  ; titulo  res  digna  fepulchrii 

« So  will  I have  it— fo  command  I ftill, 

<c  And  yield  no  reafon  but  my  fov ’reign  wilL” 

Then  the  imperious  wanton  leaves  her  fpoufe, 

From  man  to  man  fhe  flies,  from  houfe  to  houfe. 
Forgetful  of  her  bride’s  attire,  and  bridal  vows. 

Again  f fhe  feeks  her  firft- defer  ted  man. 

And,  in  five  years,  eight  hufbands  crown  her  plan. — 
Pity,  but  fuch  atchievments  fhould  be  knoton* 
Engrav’d  on  brafs  or  monumental  ftone  ! 

* Permutatque  domos ] Ab  uno  viroad  alium  aliumque 
tranfiens. — Going  from  one  hujhandto  another  and  another . 
Lud.  Prateus. 

t This  line  proves  that  they  did  not  wait  for  their 
hufbands’  death  to  marry  others,  as  does  the  next:  for 
they  can  hardly  be  fuppofed  to  bury  feven  hufbands  in 
five  years. 

Ovidj  who  lived  a little  earlier  than  "Juvenal , cenfures 
the  man  v/ho  makes  a fcruple  of  his  wife’s  going  to  others, 
as  unacquainted  with  true  politenefs. 

Ru/licus  eft  nimium  quem  ladit  adultera  conjuxy 
Et  notos  mores  non  fatis  urbis  hahet. 

He  that  won’t  lend  his  wife’s  an  awkv/ard  clown, 
Unfkill’d  in  the  known  fafnion  of  the  town. 

Martial , cotemporary  with  Juvenal , has  an  epigram 
which  fhews  the  liberties  which  were  taken  by  a Roman 
lady. 

Aloe  chum  Gellia  non  halet  Jiifi  unumy 
cfurpe  eft  hoc  magis , uxor  ef  duorum . 

One  fpark  ferves  honeft  Gellia  at  a time. 

But  her  two  hufbands  are  a fouler  crime. 

Martial  vi.  7.  fpeaks  of  a woman  not  above  thirty 
years  of  age,  who  had  been  married  to  ten  different  men, 

Aut  minus , aut  eerie  non  plus  tricefima  lux  efy 
Et  nubit  decimo  jam  Thelesina  viro . 

Vol.  I.  B b 
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That  this  was  a common  practice,  appears 
from  1.  45,  &c. 

Quid  quod  & antiquis  uxor  de  moribus  illi 
Quaeritur  ? O medici  ! mediam  pretundite  venam  * 
Delicias  hominis  ! Tarpeium  limen  adora 
Pronus,  & auratam  Junoni  caede  Juvencam  ; 

Si  tibi  contigerit  capitis  matrona  pudici. 

What  fhall  I fay  to  him  who  feeks  a wife 
Of  antient  manners,  uncorrupt  of  life  ? 

Surely  he's  mad— come,  Dodtor,  breathe  a vein, 

. And  try  to  bring  him  to  himfelf  again. 

But  if,  by  chance,  a woman  could  be  found 
Modeft  and  chafte,  through  all  the  empire  round. 
Thrice  happy  mortal  ! — to  thy  deftin’d  bed 
, Let  her,  with  thanks  to  all  the  Gods,  be  led. 

« — • • * 

In  fhort,  fuch  was  the  profligacy  of  the 
Roman  women,  that  if  one  could  be  found 
lit  for  his  friend  to  marry,  he  would  call  her 

a Phoenix  as  we  fay : 

Rara  avis  in  terris  nigroque  fimillima  cygno. 

But  to  return  to  JVetfein . — “ Others  un- 
<c  derftand  this  S7r ’ dvTv\v  of  the  JirJl  wife,  to 
whom  the  hufband  might  by  his  unjuft 
“ divorce  give  occafion  of  committing  adul - 
fery , or  of  flying  to  a fecond  or  adulterous 
“ marriage:  but  Thefe  do  not  explain  what 
(C  thofe  w;ords — and  fhall  marry  another — are 
“ to  the  purpofe ; fince  the  divorced  woman 
“ would  be  equally  in  danger  of  committing 
u adultery , whether  the  hufoand  who  put  her 
“ away , marries  another  or  not.  This  dirli- 
(C  culty  came  into  my  mind  at  Matt . xix.  9 ; 
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tc  but  on  confidering  the  fn&tter  again,  I do 
“ not  think  thole  words  fuperfluous,  but  fo 
*(  to  cohere  with  the  reft  of  the  fen  ten  ce,  as 
to  denote,  that  though  the  unjujl  divorce 
“ was  the  occafion  of  the  divorced  wile  s 
“ adultery , yet  the  hufband’s  fecond  marriage 
*c  was  the  occafion  of  the  divorce . For  ex- 
“ ample — If  a man,  having  met  with  another 
“ woman,  who  pleafed  him  better  than  his 
“ wife,  fhould,  in  order  to  enjoy  the  other, 
give  his  wife  a bill of  divorcement , and  grant 
*<  her  liberty  to  marry  any  body  elfe,  whom 
“ ftie  chofe,  would  this  be  any  thing  elfe 
“ than  to  expole  her  to  an  adulterer , and  to’ 
“ commit  the  crime  of  pimping  ?"  So  the 
Roman  * laws—' “ To  adl  the  part  of  a pimp,  is 

“ not 

* Wetjiein  remarks,  on  the  title  of  St.  Mart's  gofpel, 
that  St.  Mark  wrote  his  gofpel  at  Rome — Wetjiein  lays 
farther.  In  dodrina  de  divortio  manifejie  ad  jits  Romanian 
refpicit . “ In  the  do&rine  concerning  divorce,  he  ma- 

t6  nifeftly  had  refpedt  to  the  la w of  the  Romans 

In  the  latter  part  of  Wetfieln  s note  on  Mark  x.  12. 
p.  603,  col.  2.  he  fays  — Ex  eo  quod  ChristUS  de  vh  is 
nxorcs  repudiantibus  dixerat , Marcus  infer t — multo  fce- 
leftius  elfe,  fi  mulier  virum  deferat.  Quod  Sc  Roma- 
nis, quibus  Marcus  fcripfit,  fieitum,  & turn  temporis, 
licentia  ' fupra  modum  gfallante,  familiare  erat,  poR- 
quam  Mejfalina  Claudii  impcratoris  uxor,  Claudio  vi- 
vente,  iilio  publice  nupferat,  & ipfe  Claudius  Odta- 
viam  C afar  Is  filiam  L.  Silano  a patre  defponfatam  Ne- 
ronl  collbcaverat.  Tacit  Anna!,  xi.  27.  xii.  3.  g. 

cc  From  that  which  Christ  had  faid  concerning  men 
4C  repudiating  their  wives,  Mark  infers,-  that  it  was  by 
*c  far  more  wicked  for  a woman  to  leave  her  hufband.” 
This  I do  not  fee  is  dedu’cible  from  the  words  of  the 
j Ev&ngilifl ; however  Wetjiein  proceeds  — 

“ Which  was  permitted  by  the  Romans,  to  whom 
Alark  wrote,  and  at  that  time  (licentioufnefs  fpread- 
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“ not  lefs  a crime  than  to  make  a gain  by 
“ proftituting  the  body. — He  who  makes  a 
“ gain  of  the  adultery  of  his  wife,  whatever 
“ his  rank  or  condition  be*  is  punifhed  as  an 
“ adulterer . — If  a man,  in  order  to  defame  his 
<c  wife,  (hall  put  an  adulterer  in  his  place, 
“ both  the  htifband  and  wife  fhall,  by  law,  be 
“ adjudged  guilty  of  the  crime  of  adultery .” 
By  all  this  it  appears,  that  nothing  kept 
this  learned  man  from  thinking,  with  thofe 
firft  mentioned,  that  the  sV  dvryv  relates  to 
the  fecond  wife,  (who,  to  make  the  man  guilty 
of  adultery,  mu  ft  be  a divorced  woman)  but 
his  fuppofing,  that  in  this  view  the  fame 
matter  is  repeated  twice  over , which  it  cer- 
tainly is  not.  See  before,  p.  * Tins 
makes  him  alfo,  on  fecond  thoughts , differ  from 
his  own  note  on  Matt.  xix.  9,  and  take  the 
jut ory&TciLi)  Mark  x.  1 1 . in  tne  fenfe  of  the  i~le~ 
brew  * Hiphil  conjugation,  as  caufing  her  to 
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Jng  beyond  meafurc)  was  a familiar  thing,  after 
Meffalina^  the  wife  of  the  Emperor  Claudius , had 
publicly  married  Silius , in  Claudius’s  life-time,  and 
Claudius  himfelf  had  married  Oft  avia , the  daughter 
of  Cesfar , to  Nero , who  had  been  betrothed  by  her 

father  to  L.  Silanus.”  * y 

All  this  may  certainly  account  lor  St.  Mark  s record- 
ing what  our  Lord  laid  to  the  difciples  in  the  houlc, 
touching  women  putting  aivay  their  hujbands , and  mng 
married  to  other  men , which  is  omitted  in  Matthew . 

* Mcechatur]  i.  e.  Moechari  tacit  illam,  nempc 
priorem  a fe  mifiam.  ex  collat.  Matt.  v.  32.  Facere 
re£te  dicitur  qui  fa&o  caufam  pnEbet.  . Ft  mos  e 
Hellcniftarum  verba  forma;  Hiphil  per  a£fiva  exprime- 
re,  ut  Rom.  viii.  26.  Gal.  iv.  6.  Pole  Synop,  in 

Matt.  xix.  9.”  ' . , 

“ Committetn 
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commit  adultery , and  fo  the  hufband,  by  caufing 
her  to  do  it,  is  particeps  criminis , as  an  accefTary 
before  the  fad:,  and  may  be  laid  himfelf  to 
commit  it ; as  a man  who  hires,  or  caufes  an- 
other to  commit  a murder,  is  himfelf*  guilty 
of  murder  ; — -as  David,  2 Sam.  xii.  9 ; Ahab , 
1 Kings  xxi.  19. 

This  interpretation  is  not  new  ; for  Wet- 
Jlcin , on  Matt.  xix.  9.  mentions  fome  copies, 
in  which  for  — committeth  adultery , is 

red — TToiei  dvryv  fjLOi%ev(ly}vat — caufeth  her  to  com- 
mit adultery  ; and  in  one — jaci%cctou — tut  eg u 
ccvoLyna&i  1 vLOi%sv(h]VM — committeth  adultery ; that 
is,  compels  her  to  commit  adultery . I will  con- 
clude this  point  with  obferving,  that,  in  all 
this,  there  is  not  the  leafl  hint  or  glance  at 

“ Committeth  adultery]  that  is,  maketh  her  to  com- 
mit  adultery,  to  wit,  the  former  wife  which  he  fent 
“ away  from  him;  comp.  Matt.  v.  32.  He  is  rightly 
4C  faid  to  do  it,  who  occafions  it  to  be  done.  It  is  the 
<c  cuftom  of  the  Hellenijls ,”  ('Jews,  who  fpake  or  wrote 
in  Greek ) u to  exprefs  words  of  the  form  Hiphil  by  ac- 
4<  tive  verbs.”  As  Rom.  viii.  26.  where  the  Spirit’s 
making  intercejjion  for  us,  is  His  caufing  us  to  pray  in  a 
right  manner  for  ourfelves ; juft  as  His  crying  Abba , 
Father , (Gal.  iv.  6.)  is  His  enabling  us  fo  to  cry.  Ac- 
cordingly the  apoftle , Rom.  viii.  15,  fpeaks  of  Him  as 
the  Spirit  of  adoption,  whereby  we  cry,  Abba,  Father,  See 
Guyfe  Paraph,  on  Rom.  viii.  26.  and  note. 

* Many  exemplifications  of  this  doctrine,  as  very  fen- 
fibly  and  properly  adopted  into  the  law  of  England,  ap- 
pear in  our  law-books ; but  in  none  more  clearly,  than 
in  the  cafe  of  Lord  Audley,  who  was  indidted  for  a rape 
on  his  own  wife,  he  holding  her  while  another  ravijhed 
her;  — he  was  convidfed — and  executed.  He  was  likewife 
as  evidently  guilty  of  adultery,  as  the  ravijher  himfelf 
was.  See  State  Try.  vol.  i. 
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polygamy,  as  condemned,  or  even  mentioned,  in 
thefe  texts. 

The  learned  Grotius , whom  I have  men- 
tioned and  quoted,  at  the  beginning  of  this 
chapter,  as  maintaining  a new  law  of  Christ 
on  the  fubjedt  of  polygamy , “ afterwards 
“ changed  his  opinion/’  (lee  note  c%  on 
Grot,  de  jure,  lib.  ii.  c.  5.  § 9.)  <c  as  is 
plain  from  his  annotations  on  Matt.  v.  32. 
“ where  he  fhews,  that  in  that  place,  and 
44  other  like  pajf ages  of  the  goipels,  polygamy 
“ is  not  condemned,  but  only  the  abufe  ot 
<e  divorce , from  whatever  caufe  it  proceeds. 

44  Hence  (adds  Barbeyrac)  in  that  excellent 
44  little  work- — De  Verit . Relig . Chrijl . -he 
“ only  fays — “ The  ChriJlians  follow  the 
44  ufaee  of  the  * Germans  and  Romans , who 

O ' , , 

44  were 


* Grotius,  in  the  paffage  here  alluded  to,  doth  not 
quote  Tacitus  fairly,  whole  words  are— 44  bevera  inis 
64  matrimonia.  Nana  loli  prope  barbarorum  lingul is 
44  uxcribus  contenti,  exceptis  admodum  paucis,  qui  non 
44  libidine,  fed  ob  nobilitatem,  pluribus  ambiuntur 
44  nuptiis.”  Which  proves,  that  the  Germans  were,  in 
a degree  at  leaft,  poly  garni  [is.  On  voit  par  les  dernieres 

paroles , que,  quoique  cela put  rare  parmi  eux ^ if  y en  avoit 
p our i ant  (les  exernples  \ de  forte  que  e'etoit  plutot  une  mo  e, 
(inline  chofe  rerardee  comme  illicite.  Barbeyrac  on  Grot, 
de  Jure,  lib.  ii.  c.  5.  note  12.  Fr.  tranl.  “ One  lees, 
44  by  the  laft  words,  that  though  polygamy  was  rare  among 
44  the  Germans,  there  were  however  examples  ot  it  j lo 
44  that  its  rarity  rather  arofe  from  fajhion  than  from  its 
44  being  looked  upon  as  unlawful.”  As  to  the  Romans, 
they  were  alfo  polygamy! s ; for  though  they  lived  out  wit  1 
one \ who  was  called  uxor,  a wife-,  yet  their  liber  tee,  ami 
ancillre  or  fervec,  with  whom  they  alfo  cohabited, 
amounted  to  the  fame  in  point  ot  fait. 
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“ were  content  with  one  wife*  Lib.  ii.  § 13  > 

*c  and  in  the  note  there  introduced,  he  only 
“ refers  to  1 Cor.  vii.  4.”  This  text,  with 
the  verfes  preceding  it,  we  have  very  fully 

conlidered  in  the  lafl  chapter. 

Since  the  firft  Edition  of  this  work  was 
published,  I had  a book  put  into  my  hands, 
the  title  page  of  which  announces  its  being- 
written  on  a popular  occaiion,  that  is  to  fay, 
— the  affair  of  Lord  Grofyenor  s adtion 
<c  againft  the  D.  of  C.”  This  book  is  en- 
titled, “ Free  Thoughts  on  Seduction,  Adul- 
“ tery,  and  Divorce The  author  ftyles 
himfelf  a Civilian , and,  by  many  parts  of 
the  book,  feems  to  be  an  adept  in  his  pro- 
feffion.  His  remarks  are  keen — his  obfer- 
vations  fhrewd.— There  are  fome  things  in 
which  he  may  be  thought  to  have  gone  too 
far;  but  there  is  a ftridture  on  the  fubjedl  ot 
polygamy , as  vulgarly  fuppofed  to  be  pro- 
hibited by  our  Saviour,  Matt.  xix.  9. 
which  I will  infert  here,  juft  as  I find  it, 
leaving  it  to  my  readers  to  make  their  own 
remarks  upon  it. 

“ It  is  indeed  pretended,  that  the  ftriftnefs 
4€  of  conjugal  difcipline,  fuppofed  to  be  re- 

commended  by  the  apojlle , is  confirmed  by 

Suet,  in  Fit.  J.  Ccef.  faith— that  “ he  made  a law,  by 
<c  which  every  man,  for  the  fake  of  propagating  chil- 
<c  dren,  might  marry  as  many  wives  as  he  pleafed.” 
M.  Antony  had  two  wives  at  the  fame  time.  So  had 
Craffu$y  and  doubtlefs  many  more,  whofe  names  have 
not  reached  us. 

B b 4 
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cur  Saviour  himfelf ; who  is  conceived 
alfo  to  hare  prohibited  a man’s  having 
more  than  one  wife , as  well  as  a wife  s hav- 
ing more  than  one  hufband . 

<e  But  this  fuppofition  is  groundlefs  : for, 
as  I before  obferved,  from  our  Saviour' s 
own  words.  He  came  not  to  defir  oy  the  law 
or  the  prophets , but  to  fulfil  them . Now, 
under  the  law,  polygamy  was  allowed ; as 
plainly  appears  not  only  from  practice  but 
precept  f. 

“ In  faying,  f Thou  fhalt  not  commit  adul - 
c tery,'  the  law  did  net  fay — thou  fioalt  not 
have  more  than  one  wife  ; as  it  does  when, 
refpedting  idolatry , it  fays,  c 'Thou  fioalt  have 
6 no  other  gods  but  me.'  It  is  faid,  ‘ Thou 
c fioalt  not  lie  with  another  mans  wife  p it 
did  not  fay — ■ Thou  fioalt  not  lie  with  asonany 
c wives  as  thou  wilt  of  thy  own / On  the  con- 
trary, it  appears  to  have  been  commonly 


* c<  It  were  taking  up  the  reader's  time  to  little  pur- 
pofe,  to  prove  what  is  fo  generally  known ; the  learned 
Seldsn , in  his  TJxor  Ebraicay  thews  fully  that  a plura- 
lity of  wives  was  not  only  allowed  of  among  the  He- 
brews; hut  amongft  almoft  all  other  nations,  and  in 
all  ages.  In  the  Eafl  it  was  almoft  univerfal,  as  it 
remains  at  this  day.  The  ancient  Roman:  indeed  did 
not  pradlife  it,  though  it  was  not  prohibited.  Mark 
Anthony , I think,  was  the  firft  who  led  the  fafhion  of 
having  two  ivives.  This  fafhion  lafted  between  three 
an  i four  hundred  years^  when  it  was  prohibited  by  an 
exprefs  law,  under  the  reign  of  Theodofius . The  Em- 
peror Valentinian  however  permitted  it  in  a fuller  ex- 
tent 5 nor  did  the  Ch'ijiian  Biihops  ot  thefe  times 
make  any  oppofition  to  this  reintrodmftion  of  polygamy » 
Jufiinian  and  the  latter  councils  put  a ftop  to  it. 

“ permitted 
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,t  permitted  to  have  two  or  more,  ‘ If  a man 
t* **  i have  two  wives,  otic  beloved  and  another 
“ ‘ hated,'  &c.  Deut.  xxi.  15.  And  again, 
“ 2 Sam.  xii.  8,  the  prophet  Nathan,  re- 
“ proaching  David,  fays,  ‘ — ¥ bus  faith  the 
‘ Lord  God,  I gave  thee  thy  majiers 
“ ‘ houfe  and  thy  majiers  wives  into  thy 

**  * bofom”  ' 

« It  is  true  that,  after  the  world  became 

<“  to  be  fomewhat  populous,  and  perhaps 
“ fome  communities  apparently  too  nu- 
“ merous  for  the  land  they  polfefled,  the 
practice  of  polygamy  was  prohibited  by 
“ the  civil  magijlrate , for  the  political  ends  of 
fociety . 

“ According  to  the  laws  of  JuJlinian , it 
“ was  not  lawful  to  have  two  wives  at  a time, 
nor  even  a concubine  with  a wife . The 
“ canons  of  the  church  alfo  confirm  this  pro- 
<e  hibition,  under  pretence  of  its  being 
“ founded  on  the  words  of  our  Saviour , in 
His  reply  to  the  Pharifees . But  if  we 

* “ There  are  writers,  indeed,  who  have  laboured  to 
“ prove,  that  polygamy  does  not  tend  to  population.  But, 
“ however  ingeniously  they  have  argued,  they  have 
“ contradi&ed  all  the  experience  both  of  ancient  and 
“ modern  times.  If  there  are  fome  tQuntries,  in  which 
“ at  this  day  polygamy  is  allowed,  ancTyet  they  are  not 
“ more  populous  than  others  where  it  is  prohibited,  the 
“ faCt  may  be  accounted  for,  by  various  other  reafons. 
“ The  defolation,  occafioned  by  the  plagues,  wars,  fa- 
“ mine,  and  licentioufnefs  of  thofe  countries,  would  pro- 
“ bably  have  long  fince  depopulated  them  entirely,  had 

**  not  polygamy  been  allowed.” 


“ turn 
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tarn  to  the  text,  we  fhall  find  that  no  fuch 
prohibition  is  there  either  exprefled  or 
implied. 

“ I fay  unto  you,  JVhofoever fhall  put  away 
his  wife , except  for  fornication , and  fall 
marry  another , committeth  adultery . Matt, 
xix.  9. 

<e  Very  true,  but  if,  without  putting  away 
lots  wfe9  he  marry  another , (as  was  the  cafe 
with  Jacob ; when,  after  marrying  Leah, 
he  married  alfo  her  lifter  Rachel ) it  does  not 
appear  that  he  would  commit  adultery. 

“ It  is  the  putting  away  the  firft  wife  only, 
that  made  the  marrying  a fecond,  adul- 
tery. Nor  is  even  this  a diredl  commillion 
of  that  fin,  but  an  indirect  one ; as  fuch 
dilmiflion  of  the  firft  would  naturally  tend 
to  make  her  form  a connexion,  with  l'ome 
other  man  ; which  would  be  direct  adultery . 
This  is  plain  from  the  words,  in  which 
the  fame  prohibition  is  expreffed  in  another 
place,  by  the  fame  Evangelifi , I fay  unto 

‘ you,  that  whofoever  fall  put  away  his  wife , 
c faving  for  the  caufe  of  for?iication , caufeth 
‘ her  to  commit  adultery d Matt.  v.  32. 

“ It  is  true  that  fome  of  our  moft  learned 
divines  have  been  of  opinion,  that  the  adul- 
tery lay  in  marrying  the  fecond  wife , and 
not  in  the  putting  away  of  the  firft.  But  in 
this  they  have  fhewn  themfelves  to  be 
better  canonfis  than  cafuifis . Even  Bfiop 
Cofens  fays,  it  is  not  the  difmiffion  of  the 
firft  wife  that  is  adulterous , but  the  mar- 
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“ rying  of  the  fecond.  But  this  is  clearly  a 
“ miftake;  not  only,  becauie  polygamy  was 
« allowed  at  the  time  when  our  Saviour  s 
**  inj unilion,  refpedting  a man  s putting 
**  away  his  wife , was  promulgated ; but  be- 
“ caufe  the  contrary  appears  on  the  very  face 
“ of  the  text. 

<<  The  Pharifees  did  not  afk  Jefus  about 
« the  lawfulnefs  of  a plurality  of  wives;  but 
merely  about  putting  away  their  wives  : and 
<<  though  he  anfwered  them  in  a fuller  man- 
<<  ner  than  they  feemed  to  require,  he  can- 
“ not  be  fuppofed  to  miftake  the  full  drift 

“ and  fenfe  of  their  query, 

“ The  queftion  was,  ‘ Is  it  lawful  for  a 
“ € man  to  put  away  his  wife  for  every  caufe  V 
“ The  reply  is,  6 V/hofoever  floall  put  away 
“ < his  wife , except  for  fornication  (and  Jhall  vc 
f*  < marry  another ) commit  teth  adultery . That 
“ is,  indiredtly,  by  depriving  her  of  the  pro- 
«*  teilion  of  a huiband,  and  reducing  her  to 
**  the  neceffity  of  accepting  that  of  lome 
“ other  man ; agreeable  to  the  words  of  the 
“ text  before  quoted,  caufeth  her  to  commit 
“ adultery . 

“ Our  Saviour  indeed  goes  farther,  and 
“ explains  his  meaning  diftindlly,  in  adding, 

“ And  whofo  marrieth  her  which  is  put  away , 

<£  doth  commit  adultery . But  how  io,  unlefs 
“ the  criminality  depended  on  the  incapacity 
“ of  the  firft  huiband  to  put  her  away  ? This 
“ indeed  made  it  adultery  in  the  man  marry- 
ing  a woman  thus  unjuftly  divorced,  be- 

“ caufe 
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*c  caufe  (he  was  ftill  the  firil  man's  wife,  and 
“ not  lawfully  feparated*. 

(S  That  this  was  certainly  the  meaning  of 
<c  our  Saviour , cannot  be  doubted.  Mofes , 
“ fays  he,  becaufe  of  the  hardnefs  of  your  hearts , 
<c  Suffered  you  to  put  away  your  wives . Or 
ct  rather,  as  the  tranflators  have  more  properly 
expreffed  it  in  Mark  x.  5.  for  the  hardnefs 
**  of  your  heart . 

“ A mere  Englijh  reader  might,  from  the 
i£  former  expreffion  of  Matthew , take  occa- 
i(  (ion  to  fay,  that  the  term  wives  in  the  plu- 
ral,  is  no  more  applicable  to  the  individual 
“ than  that  of  hearts  \ and  that  the  former 

* The  legality  of  the  divorce  appears  evidently  to 
depend  on  the  fornication  on  the  part  of  the  woman , 
46  which  ipfo  faito  diffolved  the  marriage*,  or,  what 
amounted  to  the  fame  thing,  gave  the  hulband  a right 
to  do  it  at  pleafure,  by  giving  his  bill  of  divorce  ; and 
<£  this  feems  to  be  particularly  expreffed  in  reply  to  the 
queftion,  c Whether  a man  might  put  away  his  wife  for 
sc  4 every  caufe  and  alfo  to  the  additional  queition, 
64  6 Why  then  did  Mofes  command , to  give  a writing  of  di- 
v£  4 vor cement,  and  to  put  her  away  \ i.  e.  for  every,  or 
4 any  caufe  ?3 — It  is  this  circumftance,  viz;,  the  fa- 
*c  cility  of  men’s  divorcing  their ’wives  at  pleafure,  that 
accounts  for  the  non-ufage  of  polygamy  in  countries 
4 where  it  was  allowed  by  law.  It  has  been  already 
obferyeda  that  the  ancient  Romans  did  not  indulge 
<c  themfclves  in  polygamy , though  permitted  ; but  this 
was  for  a good  reafon  : they  wifely  chofe  not  to  have 
tf  two  zvives  in  the  houfe  at  the  fame  time,  and  therefore 
iC  repudiated  one  before  they  took  another ; and  this 
they  did  as  often  as  they  pleafed,  with  po  other  for- 
mality  than  that  of  fending  a meffage  to  the  wife  by 
a Have,  giving  notice  of  their  intentions,  alter  the 
“ manner  of  the  Hebrews," 

<c  word. 
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y word,  as  well  as  the  latter,  muft  be  meant 
i(  of  their  wives  collectively , and  not  of  the 
<(  wives  of  each  feverally  : but  the  original  is 
44  in  both  places  the  fame — ITpoc  tvjv  ofypo- 
{(  vcapStxv  v(j>uv — Beza  has  it — pro  dumtia  cor- 
44  dis  vefri — for  your  hardnefs  of  hearty  in  the 
“ lingular  number;  but  it  is  dimittere  uxo- 
“ res  veflras — put  away  your  wives,  in  the 
44  plural,  conformable  to  the  original. 

44  That  this  is  the  true  fenfe  of  the  text, 

44  is  farther  confirmed  by  the  remark  which 
44  the  difciples  of  Jefus  made  on  it,  in  the 
44  fucceeding  verfe. 

44  It  runs  in  the  vulgar  tranflation  thus  : 

44  If  the  cafe  of  the  man  be  fo  with  his  wife , it 

44  is  good  not  to  marry . 

44  But  the  verfion  is  here  alfo  palpably 
44  defective.  By  the  man , may  be  miftaken- 
44  ly  underftood,  & particular  hufband ; and  by 
44  his  wife , may  in  like  manner  be  underftood 
44  his  foie  and  only  wife ; but  the  word  his , is 
44  foijied  into  the  text ; it  is  indeed  ufually 
44  printed  in  Italics , to  denote  the  inter pola - 
44  tion.  This  prohibition  is  expreffed,  on 
44  the  contrary,  in  the  moll  general  terms. 
44  Si  tale  ejt  hominis  negotium  cum  uxore , fays 
44  Beza : conformable  to  the  original— *6/ 
44  yrtec  eg iv  v\  curia  re  ocvSpcovr*  iisra  tv jc  yvvaiKo;, 
44  not  the  particular  cafe  between  any  one 
“ husband  and  his  foie  wife ; but  the  matri- 
44  monial  commerce  (negotium)  between  the 
44  fexes  in  general ; or,  as  Vafor  explains 
44  it,  the  condition  or  relative  fituation 

c 44  of 
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u of  a hufband  refpefting  his  wives.  Si  ea 
u ejl  conditio  viriy  &c. 

“ If  any  other  argument  were  neceffary, 
“ to  eftablifh  the  fenfe  of  this  reply,  which 
cc  our  Saviour  gave  to  the  defigning  Pharifees y 
t€  perhaps  fome  confirmation  of  it  may  be 
“ drawn  from  the  queftion,  put  to  him 
“ by  the  Sadduceesy  with  a defign  equally 
<(  finifter. 

iC  A woman y fay  they  (fucceffively)  manned 
“ feven  hujbands , At  the  refur retlion  whofe 
t(  wife  fall  fe  be  ? — Had  a plurality  of  wives 
ic  not  been  permitted  by  the  divine  lawy  it 
“ would  have  better  anfwered  their  end,  if 
they  had  propofed  the  fame  problem,  with 
“ a change  of  terms  -y  and  alked  him,  if  a 
“ man  had  fucceffively  feven  wives , to  which 
“ of  them,  at  the  refurredtion,  would  the 
t€  hu'fband  belong  ?” 

In  juftice  to  our  author,  I cannot  conclude 
my  quotations  from  him,  without  giving,  in 
his  own  words,  the  caveat  which  he  enters, 

againft  the  practice  of  polygamy. “ But  I 

<c  am  not  pleading  either  for  the  piety  or 
<c  morality  of  polygamy . Under  the  C hr  if  i an 
<€  difpenfation,  and  in  times  like  thefe,  I 
“ conceive  one  wife  to  be  enough,  if  not  too 
“ much,  for  any  one  man.  Add  to  this,  that, 
whether  it  be  contrary  to  the  law  of  God 
“ or  not,  it  is  exprefsly  contrary  to  that  of 
(<  man  -y  being  forbidden  in  England  by  the 
€C  written  laws  of  the  land.” Our  author 

might  have  frengthened  this  part  of  his  argu- 

' merit  t 
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mnty  by  adding,  “ and  by  the  Canons  of  the 
Church  of  Rome.” 

To  all  the  weight  of  evidence  which  has 
been  produced  againft  the  notion  of  Christ's 
introducing  a new  law , either  with  refpedt 
to  polygamy , or  any  thing  elfe,  I will  add  one 
more  teftimony,  and  fuch  a one  as  mud  carry 
its  own  conviction  with  it,  even  into  the 
bofom  of  prejudice  itfelf.  Let  us  hear  our 
Lord  Himfelf \ Luke  xvi.  18.  V/hofoever 
putteth  away  his  wife , and  marrieth  another , 
(*  irepcLv)  commit teth  adultery  ; and  whofoever 

marrieth 


* Oil  confidering  all  that  has  been  faid,  on  Matt . 
xix.  9.  Mark  x.  ir.  and  here  on  Luke  xvi.  18,  I do 
conclude,  that  if  the  iJ.or^dPiAi — commiiteth  adultery — be 
underftood  with  refpedt  to  the  fecond-taken  wife — then 
the  akkup  and  <C\ spcty  muft  fignify,  that  the  was  a married 
or  unjujlly- divorced  woman;  for  the  marriage  of  a maid 
or  a widow  was  never  made  adultery  by  the  laWy  under  any 
circumftances  whatloever  of  precontract  on  the  man’s  fide. 

It  y.oixd]ctt  be  underftood  with  reference  to  the  firjl 
wife,  whom  the  man  had  divorced  in  order  to  take  another  ; 
and  it  in  this  fente  we  are  to  underftand  the  r avji iv, 
Mark  x.  11.  i.  e.  with  reference  to  the  firjl  wifie\ — we 
muft  then  conftrue  uor/jtlcu  by  Matt.  v.  32,  and  fup- 
pote  the  man  an  adulterer  * in  the  tame  fenfe  as  an  accef- 
iary  be  to  re  the  fact  to  a murder , is  a murderer  y by  caufing 
another  to  commit  it. 

1 he  argument  which  has  been  ufually  drawn  from 
Matt.  xix.  9.  by  many  learned  men,  is  as  follows  : — cc  If 
it  be  adultery  for  a man  to  rparry  a fecond  woman  after 
he  has  put  away  the  firft,  it  is  not  lefts  adultery  to  marry 
46  a fiecond  while  he  retains  the  ftrft.” — 

But  there  are  feveral  faults  in  this  argument. 

1.  Petitio  principiiy  or  taking  that  for  granted  which  is 
denied.  < 

L ftng  the  word  adultery  in  a fenfe  not  warranted 
bv  the  word  — adultery — in  the  Hebrew  fcripture, 

vrnete  it  only  fignifies  the  defilement  of  a married  woman. 

d*  ^ 
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marrieth  her  that  has  been  put  away  (&7rote- 
Twpmjv)  from  her  hujbandy  commit teth  adultery  v 
This,  fay  fome,  is  Christ's  “new  law , by 
44  which  He  forbad  poly gamy , which  was 
(t  allowed  under  the  Old  Teftament.”- — As 
to  the  meaning  of  the  words  themfeives, 
as  they  are  much  the  fame  as  in  Matt.  xix.  9. 
I will  not  repeat  what  has  already  been  ob* 
ferved  on  that  place  ; but  as  to  their  confti- 
tuting  fome  new  law , we  have  Christ's  own 
authority  to  fay  they  do  not : for  obferve  the 
preface  at  ver.  17.  with  which  our  Lord  in- 
troduces them,  wherein  He  Himfelf  gives  us 
to  underftand,  that,  what  He  here  fays,  and 
of  courfe  what  He  fays  elfewhere  to  the  fame 
purpofe,  is  grounded  upon  the  law  of  the  Old 
T ejl ament . It  is  eafer  for  heaven  and  earth 
to  pafsy  than  one  tittle  of  the  law  to  fail . 
Having  introduced  what  He  fays,  ver.  18. 
with  this  pofitive  aflertion  touching  the  lia- 
bility, unchangeablenefs,  and  perpetual  obli- 
gation of  the  law,  we  mu  ft,  to  be  confiftent 

3.  A non  fequitury  or  conclufion  which  does  not  fellow 
from  the  premifes,  unlefs,  divorcing  the  firffc  wife,  and 
retaining  her,  fignify  one  and  the  fame  thing. 

4.  A contradiction  of  the  law  of  Mofes — an  inconfif- 
tency  with  the  antient  laws  of  the  Jews  as  recorded  in 
the  Pentateuch. 

5.  A rendering  the  words  He  that  putteth  away  his  wifey 
which  occur  uniformly  in  Matt.  v.  32.  Matt.  xix.  9. 
Markx.  11.  Lukexvi.  18. — which  are  all  the  texts  on  the 
fubjedt — mere  furplufage  and  totally  infignificant. 

6.  The  mention  of  the  putting  awayy  keeps  the  whole 
anfwer  in  diredt  agreement  with  thequeftion  afked — viz. 
—Is  it  lawful  for  a man  to  put  away  his  wife  for  every 
caufe  ? — which  the  other  view  of  the  text  has  nothing  to 
do  with. 

ourfelves. 
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ourfelves,  or  to  make  Him  confident,  con- 
ftrue  what  He  fays,  as  grounded  upon  that 
law , which  He  Himfelf  lays  down  as  the  foun- 
dation on  which  He  fpake.  This  can  be 
no  other  than  the  law  of  God  as  * delivered 
by  Mofes'>  what  that  condemned , Christ  con- 
demned on  its  authority ; but  had  He  con- 
demned what  that  allowed , or  had  He  allowed 
what  that  condemned , there  was  an  end  of 
that  law,  and  more  than  a tittle  of  it  mu  ft  be 
laid  to  fail — 7T£G6iv — to  fall — per  if , and  be 
dejlroyed.  It  may  be  worth  our  while  to  take 
a fhort  view  of  the  context: — ver.  16.  the 
law  and  the  prophets  were  until  John : jince 
that  time , the  kingdom  of  God  is  preached \ and 
every  man  prefjeth  into  it. 

As  if  our  Lord,  had  faid:  “ Till  the  com- 
<(  ing  of  John  the  Baptijl — which  was  fore- 

* A ftrong  and  ftriking  obfervation  might  here  be 
made— viz.  that  at  the  time  Christ  held  this  difcourfe 
with  the  Pharifees , the  whole  law  of  Mofes  was  in  its  full 
force,  even  the  ceremonial  law  it f elf to  which 
Christ  was  fubjedt,  and  which  He  oblerved,  from  the 
hour  of  His  circumcifion  to  His  lafl  fupper , when  He  ate 
the  paffover  with  His  difciples.  Luke  xxii.  15.  Nor  did 
this  law  vanifh  away , ’till  it  had  its  full  accomplifh- 
ment  in  the  death,  refurre&ion,  and  afcenfion  of  the 
great  and  glorious  antitype ; when,  having  made  peace 
through  the  blood  of  His  croft , Col.i.  20,  He  entered  in  once 
into  the  holy  place,  having  obtained  eternal  redemption 
for  us.  Heb.  ix. 12.  From  whence  it  follows,  that  during 
Christ’s  miniftry  on  earth,  no  part  of  the  law  of 
Moses  could,  confidently  with  the  charadler  which 
our  Lord  fuftained,  be  altered  in  afingleyV  or  tittle  — 
for  He  came  not  to  defir  oy  the  laiv , but  to  fulfil  it — this 
could  not  be,  if  he  revoked  or  altered,  but  more  efpecially 
if  he  oppofed , any  part  of  it. 

VoL.  I.  C C 
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told,  If.  xl.  3.  Mal.iii.  T. — ye  were  under 
the  teachings  of  the  legal  and  prophetical 
difpenfation ; but  fince  Johns  coming,  that 
gofpe /,  which  was  prefigured  by  the  cere- 
monial and  typical  rites  of  the  Mofaic 
difpenfation,  and  foretold  for  ages  together 
by  the  prophets,  is  now  openly  declared. 
This  is  not  confined,  as  the  others  were, 
to  the  Jews  only ; but  multitudes  of  per- 
fons,  of  what  nation  or  character  foever, 
even  publicans  and  dinners  of  the  Gentiles , 
fenfible  of  their  fin  and  mifery,  fhall  be 
invited  to  partake  of  its  bleflings,  and  will 
eagerly prefs  for  an  intereft  in  them,  though 
they  be  no  obfervers  of  the  rites  and  cere- 
monies of  the  law . 

“ And  yet  the  law  is  not  hereby  made 
void  -y — -the  prophecies,  types,  and  ihadows 
of  the  Old  Teftament,  are  fully  accom- 
plifhed ; the  moral  law  is  honoured  and 
confirmed,  its  precepts  explained,  and  all 
its  commandments  eftablifhed  as  a law  of 
My  kingdom,  as  an  eternal  and  unchange- 
able rule  of  life  to  all  My  fubjedts.  There- 
fore think  not  that  I came  to  dejlroy  the  law 
{kxtoi'K'ogclij  Matt.  v.  17O  to  diffoive*  it,  or 
loofen  men  from  any  of  its  obligations  in 
point  of  obedience — It  is  eafer  for  heaven 
and  earth  to  pafsy  than  one  tittle  of  the  law 
to  fail — therefore,  however  you  may  have 
been  taught  to  make  it  void  by  your  tradi- 
tions , and  elpecially  with  regard  to  your 
treatment  of  your  wives , by  which  you 

are  daily  violating  the  law  of  marriage , in 
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« t]ie  unjuft  and  fcandalous  divorcements, 
“ which  your  rabbies  have  taught  you  to 
“ abufe  to  the  purpofes  of  licentioufnefs  and 
<<  cruelty,  yet  the  law  ot  God  changeth  not, 
“ it  is  the  fame  now  as  in  the  days  of  Hdam', 
<(  ttud  therefore— -whoever  puls  away  his  wift 
« unjuftly,  breaks  the  law  which  commands 
<«  him  to  cleave  to  her,  and  puts  afunder  what 
“ God  hath  joined  together — and  if  this  be 
“ done  in  order  to  marry  one  you  like  better, 
“ and  under  fuch  circumftances  of  provoca- 
“ tion,  as  force  the  wife  you  put  away  to 
(l  marry  another  man,  fhe  certainly  fins  againft 
“ the  /event h commandment,  as  does  the 
“ man  who  takes  her ; but  yet  the  guilt  of 
“ adultery  is  not  confined  to  them,  but  lights 
“ upon  you  alfo,  who,  by  your  unlawful 
“ treatment  of  your  wife,  i n putting  her  away 
“ unjuftly,  caufed  her  to  commit  it  (fee 
“ Matt.  v.  32.)  You  are  therefore  anfwerable 
“ before  God  as  an  adulterer ; for  there  is 
« no  difference,  in  the  eye  of  His  law,  be- 
« tween  the  perpetrator  of  a crime,  and  the 
«*  inftigator  and  promoter  of  it.” 

In  the  above  paraphrafe  on  the  context,  I 
have  endeavoured  to  take  in  the  whole  fenfe  of 
the  paffage,  as  agreeable  to,  and  reconcileable 
with,  the  law  of  the  Old  Teftament;  for  it 
was  certainly  by  this,  that  our  Lord  regu- 
lated all  His  thoughts,  words,  and  affions,  on 
every  fubjedt,  and  upon  every  occafion,  as 
well  as  in  the  inftance  of  what  He  faid, 
Luke  xvi.  18. 
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Had  Christ  been  to  have  introduced  a 
new  law , it  muft  have  appeared  fomewhere 
in  His  * commijjion : we  have  feveral  tranfcripts 
of  this,  relative  to  all  His  offices , but  not  a 
fingle  claufe  is  there  in  any  of  them  to  •f'that 
purpofe. 

His  commiffion  as  a friejl  appears  in  feveral 

parts 


* In  Deut.  xviii.  18,  19.  it  is  faid — I will  raifethemup 
a Vrqvhtlt  from  among  their  brethren*  like  unto  thee , and 
I will  put  MY  words  in  His  tnouth*  and  He  Jhall  J peak 
unto  them  all  that  I shall  command  Him.  And 
it  Jhall  come  to  pafs*  that  whofoever  will  not  hearken  unto  my 
words,  which  He  Jhall  fpeak  in  my  name,  I will  require 
it  of  him.  And,  ver.  15.  The  Lord  thy  God  will  raife 
up  unto  thee  a Prophet  in  the  midjl  of  thee , of  thy  brethren , 
like  unto  me  ; unto  Him  ye  Jhall  hearken.  This  general 
account  of  Christ’s  million  as  a Prophet , feems  to  mili- 
tate againft  every  idea  of  His  fetting  up  a new  law  of  His 
own.  Had  He  done  this,  He  had  not  been  like  Mofes , 
who  received  the  law  from  God,  and  delivered  it  to  the 
people,  but  like  Mahomet , who  invented  a new  law  of 
His  own , in  oppofition  to  the  law  of  God,  and  impofed 
it  upon  his  followers  as  containing  the  only  true  religion 
and  worfhip : whereas  the  blejfed  Jesus  gave  this  teft  of 
His  midion,  John  iii.  34..  He  whom  God  hath  fent , 
fpeaketh  the  words  of  God< — for  the  truth  of  this,  His  con- 
ltant  appeal  was  to  the  writings  of  the  Old  Teftament. 

I would  recommend  the  confideration  of  what  is  here 
faid,  to  thofe,  who  talk  of  a law  of  the  gofpel , more  pure 
and  per fe El  than  the  law  of  Mojes . So  lpake  Socinusy 
and,  after  him,  too  many  in  this  our  day — I have  heard 
this,  from  ??iore  than  one  pulpit. 

f If  our  blejfed  Saviour  came  to  overturn  the  law  of 
Moses,  it  is  a little  extraordinary  that  he  fhould  give 
fo  fhidl  a charge  to  the  multitudes*  and  to  his  difciplesy  to 
hear  and  pradtife  it — (Matt,  xxiij.  1,  2,  3.)  faying* 
the  Scribes  and  the  Phan  fees  (who  were  the  ordinary 
teachers  among  the  Jews)  ft  in  Moses ^ feat : all  there- 
fore whatsoever  they  bid. you  to  ohferve , (that  is,  all 
that  is  agreeable  to  the  law  of  Moses)  obfcrve  and  do. 
0 Our 
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parts  of  the  Old  Teftament,  and  is  thus  Alert- 
ly fummed  up,  Dan.  ix.  24*  Fo  finiffi  the 
tranfgrejjion — to  make  an  end  oj  Jins  to  mane 
reconciliation  j or  iniquity  and  (thus)  to  bring  in 
everlajling  right  eoujnejs. — As  a prophet , fays 
he,  by  If.  lxi.  1.  &c.  7 he  Spirit  oj  the  Lord 
God  is  upon  Me , becaufe  the  Lord  hath  anointed 
?ne  to  preach  good  tidings  unto  the  meek . He  hath 
Jent  Me  to  bind  up  the  broken-hearted , to  pro- 
claim liberty  to  the  captives , and  the  opening  of 
the  prifon  to  them  that  are  bound:  to  proclaim 
the  acceptable  year  oj  the  Lord,  and  to e day 
of  vengeance  of  our  God  ; to  comfort  ah  that 
mourn  : to  appoint  unto  them  that  mourn  in  Zi- 
on, to  give  unto  them  beauty  for  ajhes , the 
oil  of  joy  for  mourning , the  garment  of  praife for 
the  Jpirit  of  heavinejs , that  they  might  be  called 
trees  of  right  eoujnejs,  the  planting  oj  the  Lord? 
that  He  might  be  glorified '.  T here  is  nothing 
about  a new  law  in  this  part  of  our  Saviour  s 
commiffion, 

As  to  His  kingly  office,  on  which  He  entered 
after  His  refurre£tion  from  the  dead,  when 
He  had  a name  given  Him  above  every  name, 
that  at  the  name  <?/' Jesus  every  knee  jhould  bow, 
of  things  in  heaven,  and  things  on  earth,  and 
things  under  the  earth,  and  that  every  tongue 
Jhould  confefs  that  Jesus  Christ  is  Lord,  to 
the  glory  of  God  the  Father — His  kingdom 
was  to  be  adminiftered  not  by  any  new  law, 
but  by  that  which  was  from  the  beginning, 

Our  Lord  does  not  make  the  leaft  exception,  nor  hint 
at  the  (mailed  innovation,  but  navi  a o<ra. — omnia  qua  am - 
que — all  things  whatfoever—  therefore,  doubtlefs,  relative 
to  marriage , as  yyell  as  to  everything  elfe. 
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once  written  on  tables  of  ftone>  but  now  to  be 
written  on  the  flefly  tables  of  the  hearty  2 Cor. 
iii.  3.  For  thus  faith  the  Lord — T his  is  the 
covenant  that  I will  make  with  the  houfe  of 
Israel;  after  thofe  days  I will  put  my  law 
vi  their  inward  parts , and  write  1 T in  their 
hearts , and  will  be  their  God,  and  they  jhall be 
my  people . Jer.  xxxi.  33.  Comp.Heb.  viii.  10. 

If  Christ  then  gave  a new  lawy  or  rule  of 
lifey  He  exceeded  His  commiffion,  and  we 
muft  call  in  queftion  His  veracity,  as  well  as 
His  fincerity,  in  that  declaration  of  His, 
Matt.  v.  17,  18,  19.  likewife  as  to  what  he 
fays,  John  xii.  49,  50.  I have  not  fpoken  of 
myself,  but  the  Father  which  fent  me  He 
GAVE  ME  A COMMANDMENT,  what  I fhoilld 
fay  and  what  I fhould  [peak — and  I know  that 

His  comm  and  me  nt  is  lifeeverlafling,  (Comp. 
Rom.  x.  5.  Gal.  iii.  12.)  whatfoever  I fpeak 
therefor  ey  even  as  the  Father  faid  unto  Me  fo  I 
fpeak . See  Deut.  xviii.  18,  19.  In  exadt 
conformity  with  all  this,  it  is  faid,  Heb.  i.  1. 
God,  who  at  fundry  times , and  in  divers  man-* 
nersy  fpake  in  time  pad  unto  the  fathers  by  the 


% If  the  Father  gave  Christ  a commandment  to  de- 
clare that  to  be  a mortal fin  againft  the  feventh  command- 
ment, which  was  uniformly  allowed  as  innocent  under 
the  Old  Teftament,  this  muft  infer  either  a change  in  the 
divine  mind  and  willy  or  an  ahfolute  contradiction : this  laft 
is  ufually  got  rid  of,  as  the  Mahometan  doctors  get  rid  of 
the  contradictions  in  the  Koran — by  theirdoeftrine  of  abro- 
gation : — for  they  pretend  that  44  God  commanded  feve- 
“ ral  things  in  the  Korany  which,  for  good  reafons, 
<c  were  afterwards  revoked  and  abrogated Thus  do 
fome  of  our  Chriftian  Doctors  treat  the  Old  Teftament, 
in  order  to  eftablifh  certain  doctrines  which  they  fuppofe 
to  be  taught  in  the  .New  Teftament  refpedting  marriage. 
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Prophets,  hath  m thefe  lafi  days  Jpoken  unto 
us  by  Bis  Son.  Thefe  words  are  exprefsly 
and  particularly  addreffed  to  the  Hebrews ; and 
the  whole  fubfequent  epijile  proves  the  uni- 
formity and  unchangeablenefs  of  the  Divine 
will , and  that  the  Chrijhan  difpenfation  de- 
clared none  other  things  than  Mofes  and  the 
Prophets  did  fay  fhould  come  to  pafs.  Comp. 
ACts  xxvi.  2a. 

But  to  return  once  more  to  our  Saviour  s 
difcourfe  with  the  Pharfees : — Can  it  be  ima- 
gined that  Christ,  fo  remarkable  for  his 
precifion,  fo  thoroughly  accurate  in  all  He 
faid  on  every  other  point,  fhould  ufe  io  little 
in  this,  as  not  to  make  Himfelf  underftood 
by  His  hearers  ? Nay — that  He  fhould  oblerve 
fo  little  precilion,  as  not  to  defcnbe  an  offence, 
which  we  are  to  fuppofe  Him  to  condemn  ? 
The  mo  ft  flagrant  inftances,  the  moft  obvious 
and  palpable  definitions  of  polygamy  cannot 
be  underftood  from  what  He  fays. — He  that 
putteth  away  his  wife , * by  bill  oj  divorcement , 
and  marrieth  another — does  not  defcribe  a 
man  s taking  two  wives  together,  and  cohabit- 
ing with  both ; nor — a man’s  having  a wife , 
and  taking  another  to  her,  and  cohabiting  with 
both.  Such  was  the  OX&'Tttt.zmznt  polygamy, 
not  the  putting  away  one  in  order  to  take  ano - 

* This  is  the  fenfe  of  the  word  d'xoh'ja’crj.  Matt.  xix. 
7,  8,  9 ; and  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  this  ingredient  of 
putting  away , enters  into  the  definition , and  therefore  into 
the  very  ejfience  of  the  offence  which  Christ  condemns  ; 
but  it  is  very  certain  that  it  is  not  of  the  effence  of 
polygamy,  nor  does  it  enter  into  the  definition  of  it. 
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ther . — I do  not  recolledt  a Single  inftance  in 
which  this  was  ever  done  during  the  whole 
administration  of  Mofes , the  Judges , or  Kings , 
any  more  than  a Single  inftance  where  polygamy 
was  forbidden  However  the  law  of  Mofes 
forbad  what  our  Saviour  mentions,  juft  as 
much  as  His  words  do.  If  a man  once  took 
a woman,  he  never  (except  for  adultery) 
could  put  her  away  all  his  days  ; and  though 
Mofes  fuffered,  in  order  to  avoid  worfe  con- 
fequences,  divorces  for  other  caufes  befide  adul- 
tery, by  not  bringing  the  offenders  to  condign 
punifhment  in  every  inftance,  yet  there  never 
was  an  inftance  when  the  law  of  God  did  not 
^condemn  them.  As  for  polygamy , Jofephus  fays, 
and  the  Bible  proves  what  he  fays  to  be  true, 
that — (C  It  was  the  cuftom  of  the  Jews  to  live 
with  a plurality  of  wives ; he  calls  it 
**  7rcirpiov — thecuftom  of  their  country,  deriv- 
“ ed  from  their  fathers  A — The  fame  histo- 
rian* writing  the  account  of  God’s  giving 
the  deceafed  Saul's  wives  to  David,  obferves, 
that,  “ God  gave  David  many  wives,  which 
**  he  might  jufly  and  lawfully  have.”  The 
Pefidla,  on  Lev.  xviii.  calls  it,  notijjinium* 
— a thing  moft  notorious , -c  that  He  who  Said 
it  was  forbidden  to  have  more  wives  than 
ci  one,  was  entirely  ignorant  of  the  law.”  See 
Grot,  de  jure,  lib.  ii.  c.  5.  § 9.  in  the  note  k. 

Is  it  then,  without  the  higheft  ablurdity, 
tp  be  imagined,  that  Christ  Should  mention 

f Unlefs  we  underftand  Lev.  xx  i.  13,  14*  to  forbid 
it  in  the  cafe  of  the  hi  gh-priefl,  as  the  feivs  commonly 
underflood  it. 

an4 
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and  condemn  polygamy  in  the  prefence  of  fach 
multitudes  of  Jews,  and  in  a fettled  difpute 
with  His  bittereft  foes,  the  Pharifees , who 
onlv  difputed  with  Him  to  ehfnare  Him,  and. 
to  have  whereof  to  acccufe  Him  to  the  people 
as  an  enemy  to  Mofes  (for  tins  was  their  gran 
point  in  their  appeal  to  Mofes  s writings)  and 
yet  that  we  fhould  not  meet  with  a fyllabic 
of  ^ reply  to  what  He  advanced,  vv  lien  they 
mbdit  have  quoted  the  whole  Old  Feftament 
agamft  Him  ? that  He  fliould  declare  a thing 
to  be  adultery , without  a lingle  testimony 
from  Mofes  to  fupport  Him  in  what  he  faid? 
and  this,  when  He  never  on  any  other  occa~ 
fion  taught  any  dodtrinc  but  on  the  authority 
of  the  Old  Teftament,  and  conftantly  appeal- 
ed to  it  for  the  truth  of  what  He  declared? 


* Dr.  Whitby , in  his  comment  on  Matt.  xix.  9.  fays, 
cc  Here  it  Teems  evident  that  Christ  pfcfcribes  a new 
law , which  had  not  before  obtained  among  the  Jews” 
This  is  the  ttpcoJo  v the  grand  mi  flake , which 

runs  through  his  whole  comment  on  the  palfage,  as  well 
as  through  the  ufual  and  vulgar  interpretation  of  it— But 
can  anything  be  more  contradictory  to  every  notion  of 
propriety , than  to  fuppofe  Christ  “ preferring  a new 
« iaw—  which  had  never  obtained  among  the  Jews”  m 
order  to  reftrain  a practice  which  He  proves  to  be  for- 
bidden by  their  own  law,  that  of  unjuft  divorce  ; and  to 
prohibit  polygamy  as  adultery , in  contradi&ion  to  the  law 
of  Mofes,  which  allowed  it;  more  efpecially  after  declaring 
folemnly,  that  He  came  not  to  deflroy  the  law—  and  that 
not  even  a jot  or  tittle  Jhould  pafs  from  it?  To  imagine 
Christ  as  correcting  the  Jews  by  a lav/  “ which  had 
“ never  obtained  among  them,”  is  an  abfurdity  of  the 
Tirft  magnitude  j For  what  the  law  faith , it  jaithio  them  that 
are  under  the  law,  Rom.  iii.  19  ; thofewho  are  not  under  the 
law  (be  that  law  what  it  may)  have  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

Laftly, 
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Laftly.  Is  it  conceivable,  as  Christ  muft  be 
iuppofed  to  fpeak  in  Hebrew , that  He  fhould 
give  a meaning  to  the  language  of  the  Old 
reftament,  which,  in  all  the  writings  of 
Mofes  and  all  the  prophets , it  never  had  ? 
INow,  wherever  the  verb  ihOiyfiLoiicu  is  ufed  in 
the  Greek' tranflation  of  the  LXX,  it  conftant- 
ly  anfwers  to  the  Hebrew  • and  therefore 
there  is  no  room  to  doubt,  that  wherever, 
in  our  Saviour’s  difcourfes,  as  recorded  by 
the  Evangelifs , we  meet  with  the  word  \kqi%kich.i> 
was  the  very  Hebrew  term  ufed  by  him  : 
but  no  where,  throughout  the  whole  Hebrew 
Bible,  is  this  word  applied  to  a man’s  mar- 
rying a fecond  wife , living  his  firfl>  unlefs  fuch 
fecond  was  either  betrothed  or  married  to  an- 
other, or  to  any  thing  elfe,  than  only  to  the 
defilement  of  a betrothed  or  married  * woman. 
This  is  its  fingle  idea  throughout  the  whole. 
Therefore  it  is  figuratively  ufed  to  defcribe 
the  people’s  forfaking  God,  and  turning  to 
idols . See  before,  p. 

Christ  faid  to  the  Jews , John  v.  46,  47. 
Had  ye  believed  Mofes , ye  would  have  believed 
Me ; but  if  ye  believe  not  his  writings , how  Jhall 
ye  believe  My  words  ? It  is  not  eafy  to  conceive 
words  more  forcible  than  thefe,  to  exprefs  an 
abfolute  and  unreferved  appeal  to  the  Old 
Teftament  for  the  truth  of  all  Christ  faid 

* Let  any  one  take  up  an  Englijh  concordance,  and 
look  at  the  word  adultery , and  he  will  not  be  able  to 
find  a fingle  inftance  where  it  is  applied  to  polygamy  in 
any  part  of  the  Old  Teflament,  nor  in  any  other  manner 
than  the  Hebrew 
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and  taught  in  His  prophetical  chara&er.  In 
this  chara&er  He  Hood  before  the  great  mul- 
titudes of  the  people  and  the  Pharifees , while 
he  was  delivering,  on  the  authority  of  the 
fcriptures,  the  fenfe  of  thofe  fcriptures 
upon  the  matter  of  unjujl  divorce , and  prov- 
ing the  criminal  coniecjuences  of  it  to  all 
parties  concerned*  He  fo  proved  ilis  point, 
that  His  adverfaries  had  not  a word  to  re- 
ply. He  filenced  them  as  He  did  the  devil. 
Matt.  iv.  io,  ii.  by  the  word  of  God. 
But  had  He  faid  polygamy  was  finful,  from 
which  of  Mofes  s writings  would  He  have 
proved  * this  ? The  Pharifees  might  have  re- 
torted upon  Him  His  own  declaration  and 
appeal  to  the  writings  of  Mofes  $ they  might 
have  faid — “ Thou  haft  faid,  that  if  we  be- 
“ lieved  the  writings  of  Mofes,  we  Jh ould  believe 
“ Phy  words — Thou  haft  faid,  that  if  a man 
“ having  a wife , marrieth  another f (for  thus 
they  might  have  put  it,  had  they  underftood 

* Voltaire , in  whofe  writings  on  the  fcripture  are  to 
be  found  here  and  there  afenfible  thing,  among  heaps  of 
folly  and  nonfenfe ; has  an  obfervation  which  is  worth 
attending  to,  viz.  “ We  are  told  in  St.  Matthew , that 
“ the  great  men,  and  the  priejls , and  all  the  council,  fought 

falfe  witnefs  againjl  fefus,  to  put  Him  to  death. 

“ Now  if  they  were  obliged  to  leek  for  falfe  witnefTest 
cc  they  could  not  charge  Him  with  having  preached 
“ openly  againft  their  law.”  Treat,  on  Tol.  Franklin’s 
tranf.  p.  192.  vol.  xxxiv.  But  if  Christ  had  preached 
againft  polygamy,  as  adultery.  He  would  as  evidently  have 
preached  againft  the  law  of  Mofes , as  if  he  had  preached 
againft  marriage  itfelf,  or  as  a mijfionary  would  preach 
againft  the  law  of  Turkey , who  fhould  contend  for  the 
eftablifhment  of  1 Jac.  c.  11.  at  Govjlanilnople — and  this, 
on  the  authority  of  the  Alcoran* s having  prohibited 
polygamy . 


<c  filled  with  the  allowance  of  what  Thou 
“ condemnef,  without  a Angle  exception  : 
“ therefore,  becaufe  we  believe  Mofes  s writ- 
“ ings,  we  do  not  believe  Thee” 

From  all  that  has  been  faid,  I do  conclude, 
that  Christ  was  not  a deftroyer  of  the  old 
law , nor  a giver  of  a new  one — that  therefore 
the  bulinefs  of  polygamy , and  all  other  points 
relative  to  the  commerce  of  the  fexes , were 
fully  adjusted  and  fettled  by  the  divine  law, 
fubjed  to  no  alteration  or  change  whatfoever, 
by*  any  power  in  earth  or  heaven.  For 
thus  faith  the  Spirit — Ecclef.  iii.  14,  What- 
foever God  doeth , it  fall  be  for  ever , nothing 


Havi  o I what  I had  to  fay  on 

the  fubjed  of  this  chapter,  I £hall  next  pro- 
ceed, on  the  footing  of  the  divine  law,  to  con- 
fider  another  material  point  relative  to  the 
commerce  of  the  fexes , which  is  Divorce . 

* Zuinglius,  in  his  letter  on  the  fubjeft  of  Kin? 
He  nry’s  divorce,  fays  very  truly — that  “ the  apoftles 
46  had  made  no  new  laws  about  marriage,  but  had  left 
*c  it  as  they  found  it.”  See  Burnet,  Hift*  Ref, J 


can  be  p 


thing  taken  from  it . 


vol.  i.  p.  93. 
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APPENDIX  to  CHAP.  I. 

Containing  farther  Thoughts  on 
Exod.  xxii.  1 6,  17. 

t 

THIS  fcripture  is  ufually  underftood 
very  evidently  to  contain  a law,  that  he 
who  enticed , &c.  a young  woman,  fhould  be 
obliged  to  marry  *her.  To  underhand  it  in 
any  other  light,  is  to  divert  the  mod  intelli- 
gible and  plain  words  of  their  certain  and 
obvious  meaning.  Bivt  it  is  to  be  obferved, 
that  the  damfel  mulf  be  entirely  difengaged 
from  any  betrothment  to  another  man  ; tor  it 
the  were  betrothed  to  another,  then  the  man 
who  defiled  her  could  not  marry  her,  but 
both  he  and  the,  if  the  confented  to  the  de- 
filement, were  to  be  put  to  death,  according 
to  Deut.  xxii.  23,  24;  otherwife  it  is  here 
faid,  ver.  16  .he  JhaJl  furely  endow  her  to  be  his 
wife , or  for  a wife  to  himfelf  as— ntPttb  — 

may  be  more  literally  rendered.  So  Jofephus 
— 'O  QSs/pcce  7tccp@wov,  &c.  olvtov  yctfishu. — “ He 
<e  who  defiles  a virgin,  the  fame  (hall  marry 
“ her.”  That  is,  thall  pay  the  dowry , and  lo 
recognize  and  confirm  the  marriage- obligation, 

% I would  here  be  underftood  to  take  the  word  marry 
in  its  popular  fenfe,  as  denoting  Tome  outward  a£i  of 
public  recognition  of  the  marriage-  obligation  * fuch  as  the 
payment  of  the  dower  among  the  Jews, 


which 
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which  had  been  created  by  his  antecedently 
taking  poffeffion  of  her  perfon. 

From  the  17th  verfe  it  is  ufually  under- 
fiood,  that,  if  the  father  refufed  to  give  her  to 
him9  the  man  was  to  pay  a fatisfadtion  in 
money  for  the  injury  and  difgrace  he  had 
done  her  : and  though  the  law,  ver.  16.  ap- 
pointed the  marriage,  both  as  a punifhment 
to  him  that  had  done  the  wrong,  and  a re- 
compence  to  her  that  had  fuffered  the  wrong  : 
yet  that  there  was  an  exprefs  refervation  of 
the  father  s power  (ver.  17.)  if  he  refufed  his 
confent,  it  muff  be  no  marriage  ; only  the 
money  to  be  paid  as  t#v  T/javjv  Tvjf  SSpe wc — a fa- 
tisfadtion for  her  reproach,  as  fojephus  fpeaks. 

The  JewiJh  dodtors  were  very  lax  in  their 
Interpretation  of  this  palfage  of  fcripture,  who 
would  not  have  it  to  be  a command  (ver.  16.) 
that  he  fhould  marry  her  (though  that  was 
belt)  but  only  that  he  fhould  make  fatisfac- 
tion  for  taking  away  her  virginity ; which 
was  by  paying  fo  much  in  the  nature  of  dow- 
ry as  would  render  her  fit  to  be  his  wife 
if  both  of  them  could  agree. 

Th  is  interpretation  of  the  16th  verfe,  is 
one  of  thofe  arbitrary  expofitions  of  the  Tal- 
mudijis,  which  by  robbing  the  text  of  its  plain 
meaning,  leave  us  to  the  uncertainty  of  hu- 
man imagination,  which  being  various  in  va- 
rious men,  mail  render  the  fcriptures  totally 
uncertain  as  to  any  determinate  meaning 
whatfoever. 

The  17th  verfe  fays  nothing  of  the  mar- 
riage, whether  it  jhtill  or  jhall  not  be  binding. 
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on  the  father  s refufal ; but  only — cc  If  the 
“ father  utterly  refufe  to  give  her  unto  him , he 
“ flail  pay  money  according  to  the  dowry  of  vir - 
“ gins  f Here  I take  the  words  according  to 
our  tranflation — u Iff  &c.  and  fuppofmg  it 
(for  argument’s  fake)  to  include  a reservation 
of  the  father’s  authority,  fo  that  he  might, 
even  where  matters  had  gone  fo  far  as  de- 
ferred ver.  1 6.  invalidate  the  contract,  by 
witholding  his  confent — which,  though  in- 
lifted  on  by  the  Talmudifis,  is  hardly  recon- 
cileable  with  the  peremptory  and  pofitive 
command,  ver.  16. — yet  this  does  not  affect 
the  principal  point  which  I contend  for,  and 
which  is  contained  in  ver.  1 6 ; namely,  that 
it  is  the  taking  pofi'ejfion  of  the  woman’s  per- 
J'on  which  creates  the  contrail,  or  marriage - 
obligation.  Therefore,  no  man,  agreeably  to 
the  divine  law,  can  entice  a virgin,  defile  her, 
and  then  forfake  her  at  his  own  will  and  plea- 
fare,  as  is  done  every  day  among  us  in  this 
Chrifiian  land,’ where  the  law  of  God  is  fup- 
poled  to  be  the  rule  of  right  and  wrrong,  but 
is,  in  truth  and  in  fa<3,  put  entirely  out  of 
the  queftion. 

I thought  fit  to  lay  thefe  feveral  expofitions 
of  this  feripture  before  the  reader,  that  he 
might  the  better  judge  how  far  I may  be 
right  in  my  views  of  it,  which  are  before  fub- 
mitted  to  his  confideration,  p.  ze, — 28; 
and,  at  the  fame  time,  form  his  own  judg- 
ment or  the  matter,  iiom  that  which  appears 
to  him  to  be  moft  agreeable  to  the  context, 
as  well  as  to  the  reft  of  the  feripture. 


The 
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The  apojlle  tells  us,  Rom . iii.  19.  What - 
foever  things  the  law  faith , //  faith  to  them  that 
are  under  the  lawy  therefore  no  Jew,  who  by 
circumcijion  was  a debtor  to  do  the  whole  law 
(Gal.  v.  3.)  could  be  exempt  from  any  part 
of  it.  For  a like  reafon,  the  believing  Gen- 
tiles, who  are  compared  to  the  olive-tree  wild 
by  nature , but  grafted  into  the  good  olive-tree 
(fee  Rom.  xi.  24.)  and  become  members  of 
God’s  church  by  the  circumcijion  made  without 
hands  (Col.  ii.  1 1.)  are  certainly  under  the  law 
as  a rule  of  life,  and  therefore  fubjeft  to  its 
moral  precepts  in  every  inftance.  From  hence 
it  ought  to  be  concluded,  that  Chriflians  are 
as  much  bound  by  Exod.  xxii.  16.  and  Deut. 
xxii.  28,  29,  as  the  Jews  are.  No  reafon 
can  be  given  to  the  contrary,,  which  will  not 
equally  apply  to  their  exemption  from  the  ten 
commandments ; for  thefe  were  at  firft  delivered, 
and  immediately  and  particularly  addreffed  to 
the  Jews,  as  appears  from  the  fhort  preface, 
Exod.  xx.  1,  2.  But  can  there  be  found  a 
man,  mad  enough  to  fuppofe,  that  becaufe 
they  were  emphatically  addreifed  to  the  peo- 
ple which  God  brought  out  of  the  land  of 
Egypt,  out  of  the  houfe  of  bondage,  no  others 
have  any  thing  to  do  with  them  ? 
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APPENDIX  to  .CHAP.  II. 

TH  E celebrated  Martinus  Bucerus , one 
of  our  excellent  and  learned  Reformers, 
in  enarrationibus  ad  cap.  19.  Libri  Judicum , 
has  left  us  the  following  obfervation  con- 
cerning concubinage  \ which  feems  to  throw 
much  light  on  the  fubjed. 

“ Concubine  erant  legitimce  etiam  uxores : 
fed  hoc  a matronis  differebant,  quod  fine 
€t  dote  & fine  lolenni  fandificatione  recipie- 
bantur  : & erant  fere  ex  ancillis,  & fervilis 
“ conditionis  : & non  erant  adjutoria  illius 
“ praeftantioris  gradus,  ut  omni  rerum  com- 
“ munione  gauderent  fed  humiliore  gradu, 
& quas  haberentur  humiliore  loco,  quod 
“ ad  adminiftrationem  domus  attinet,  & ad 
filiorum  fucceffionem. — Legitimum  vero 
“ genus  concubinarum  eft,  quum  habentur 
conjunda^  copula  matrimoniali,  ne  abjici 
temere  poflint : tametfi  non  habeant  com- 
munionem  plenam  omnium  rerum  cum 
marito,  ut  matres— familias  1 nec  convene— 
runt  padis  dotaiibus,  unde  & nati  ex  illis 
non  habent  fucceflionem  in  haereditate  pa- 
terna  cum  natis  ex  matre-familias  : ficut 
A01  ah  am  ex  concubims  veris  uxonbus , fed 
non  matribus-familias,  dona  quaedam  de- 
putavit,  portioned  haereditatis  nullam  ad- 
°h\it.  -Lx  legitimo  genere  concubinarum  fu~ 
erunt  concubinae  fandorum  patrum.  Et 
“ quia  Dominus  dignitates  & patrimonia, 

((  qU2C  *llIS  contuiit,  confervari  vult,  optan- 
durn  omnino  ut  hoc  genus  uxorum,  uti 
Yol'1'  Pd  « amid 
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f apud  fandtiffimos  dim  Patres  obfervatum 
‘ eft,  rurfus  apud  Chriftianos,  & maxime  in 
c praeftantibus  familiis  obfervaretur,  &c.” 

“ Concubines  were  alfo  lawful  wives ; but 
‘ in  this  they  differed  from  the  matrons , that 
‘ they  were  received  without  dowry  and  a 
‘ folemn  fandlification.  They  were  ufualiy 
c from  maid-fervants,  and  of  a fervile  con- 
‘ dition  ; and  they  were  not  help-mates  of 
* that  fuperior  degree,  as  to  enjoy  a commu- 
‘ nion  of  things  in  every  refpeft,  but  in  a 
‘ lower  degree,  and  were  reckoned  in  a lower 
‘ fphere,  as  to  the  adminiftration  of  the 
4 houfe,  and  the  fucceffion  of  their  fons. — 
‘ They  are  a lawful  kind  of  concubines , who 
‘ are  joined  to  their  hu  {bands  by  a matrimo- 
‘ nial  tie,  fo  that  they  cannot  raffily  be  put 
‘ away;  although  they  may  not  have  a full 
‘ communion  of  all  things  with  their  huf- 
^ bands,  as  mijlrefj'es  of  the  family , nor  did 
‘ they  agree  [or  come  together]  by  dowry - 
‘ contrails;  wherefore  the  fons  born  of  them 
‘ have  not  a fucceffion  in  the  heritage  of  the 
‘ father,  with  the  fons  of  the  mifrefs  of  the 
6 houfe . Thus  Abraham  gave  gifts  to  the 

‘ fons  born  of  his  concubines,  who  were  true 
6 wives , but  gave  them  no  portion  of  the 
‘ inheritance. — The  concubines  of  the  holy 
4 fathers  were  of  the  lawful  kind.  And  be- 
‘ caufe  the  Lord  wills,  that  the  dignities 
c and  patrimonies  which  He  has  conierred 
‘ on  His  people,  fhould  be  prelerved,  it 
c is  altogether  to  be  wifhed,  that  this  kind 
6 of  wives,  as  obferved  among  the  holy 
f patriarchs,  might  be  again  obferved  among 

r “ Chrijiiansx 
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“ Chrifians , and  efpecially  in  great  and  il- 
“ luftrious  families,  &c.” 

There  is*  much  good  fenle  in  what  Bucer 
lays,  not  only  as  tending  to  give  a fcripturai 
and  proper  idea  of  concubinage , but  alfo  as 
pointing  out  a convenient  medium  between 
men  of  family ’and  fortune  being  obliged  to 
match  with  inferior  women  whom  they  may 
happen  to  take , fo  as  to  put  them  upon  a 
footing  with  themfelves  and  families,  and  the 

liberty  of  abandoning  them  to  proftitution 
and  ruin. 

This  hint  of  Bucer  s,  with  refpedt  to 
Qhi  ifians,  ieems  to  have  been  taken  in  fome 
parts  of  Germany ; where  we  are  told  of  wives 
of  a fort  of fecond  degree , which  they  call  left- 
banded  wives ; thefe  are  indeed  taken  with 
more  ceremony,  but,  in  other  refpedts,  differ 
little  in  their  lituation  from  the  antient  con- 
cubines. See  Chambers , Tit.  Hand — and 
Marriage, 

Br.  Alexander , Aft,  Worn . vol.  ii,  p.  267, 
writes  thus  concerning  this  cuftom  in  Pruffia 
Though  their  code  of  laws  feems  ingene- 
“ ral  it0  be  as  reafonable,  and  as  confident 
“ Wlth  found  policy  as  any  in  Europe , yet 
we  ftill  find  in  it  an  allowance  given  for 
“ a Species  of  that  concubinage  which  has  lon^ 
lince  been  expelled  from  almoft  all  the 
“ weftern  world.  A man  may  there  marry 
" what  is  called  a left-handed  wife,  to  whom 
" he  is  married  for  life,  and  by  the  common 
‘ ceremony— the  only  difference  is,  the 
„ b^degr°om  gives  her  his  left  hand  inftead 
0 bls  right— but  with  this  exprefs  agree- 

“ nient. 


[ .4°4  1 

ft  ment,  that  neither  £he  nor  her  children 
“ (hall  live  in  the  houfe  of  her  hufband,  nor 
“ fhall  take  his  name,  nor  bear  his  arms, 
ic  nor  claim  any  dower  or  donation  ufually 
€€  claimed  by  every  other  wife,  nor  difpofe  of 
€t  any  part  of  his  property,  exert  any  autho- 
**  rity  over  his  fervants,  nor  fucceed  to  his 
“ edates  or  his  titles  ; but  fhall  be  con- 
<c  tented  with  what  was  agreed  on  for  their 
<<  fubfidence  during  his  life,  and  with  what 
4t  he  fhall  give  them  at  his  death.  This 
<c  privilege,  however,  is  always  in  the  power 
“ of  the  king  to  deny,  and  is  feldom  granted 

to  any  but  fuch  of  the  nobility  as  are  left 
“ with  large  families,  and,  from  the  fmallnefs 
<(  of  their  fortunes,  cannot  afford  to  marry 
“ another  legal  wife,  and  rear  up  another 
<<  family  of  the  fame  rank  with  them- 
45  felves.” 

There  are  certainly  in  the  above  very  ftrong 
traces  of  the  antient  concubinage , which  was 
allowed  and  pradtifed  under  the  divine  law. 
If  fuch  a cuftom  as  this  prevailed  among  us, 
and  was  inforced  on  men  of  rank  and fajhion , 
who  are  now  turned  loofe  on  the  lower  order 
of  females,  and  debauch  them  at  free  cojl,  with- 
out being  under  the  lead:  refponfibility  to- 
wards them— -it  would  not  only  prove  a hap- 
py check  to  the  mod:  miichievous  licentiouf- 
nefs  in  many  indances,  but  be  alfo  a means 
of  preventing  the  utter  ruin  of  tboujands , who, 
under  the  prefent fyjtem  of  things,  are  ieduced, 
abandoned,  and  dedroyed,  without  any  re - 
medy  whatfoever,  or  almod  any  poffibility  of 

efcape. 
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